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. . . ABSTRACT

In simplest terms, thisz thesis: is an analvsis and critique
of Xarl Jaspers' discussion of one of the central problems facing

contemporary- religiocus thought -— the prodlem of religiocus truth

as it arises within contemporary consciousness of religloug

pluralism. Specifically, it looks at Jaspers' a{ﬁirmatife ANSWRT

e the question, ' w.n zore than one rc,l.‘.\\x.on be :*uc‘“-. afd. :..exl\:. _
s ’ - .

to determine the adequacy of _the idea of tru:h whe“ bv’¥aqur .

- - N

L - ) BENEE
expliins such a possibility., It is, then, an analy;;s‘o: Jaspers'

- =~ ] ' . ol ) L} “. .’
idea of "existential tTuth" or, more exactly, of his.use o .that«-.
- ‘ - .‘..;-— -
idea in explaining religious sruth in a situxtion of religious .
* . : - b
pluralism, While finding Jaspers' thought influential and -

e

important, the thesis concludes that it is finally inadequate,
gud develops a series of related criticisms explaining this
inadequaey == criticisms which simulzancously veint toward
other ways of appreaching the question of religiocus gr Tuth which

Iight be ore adequate o the reality of rveligious pluralism,

=
=
I
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PREFACE

The present study grew, so to speak, from the very

' atmosphere of a department of religious écudiek vhich is detot?d
quite explicitly to maintaining a pluralistic context for ‘Lhought
aﬁouc religion. In that atmosphere, where students and faculty
encounter othex relig;ous :raditions.nqp‘only in dbooks bdut in

the person of their colle&sués, queQ:ions about religious truth
have gained a certain legitimacy, even though they are still |
far too often excluded.by the dominant méhe of historical
scholarship.

The sﬁecifie impetus for this study came from Harry
Kardlaw, Professor of Philosophical Theology at the Meldourne
College of Divinicy, who first introduced me to Jaspers during
the-i9?l-72 academic vear wvhen he served as visiting professor
at McMaster Uaiversitvy., It was ngry who made introductions
éq Professor Fritz Buri and helped with arrangements for a
delightful spriﬁg and summe? at the Theologische'Fakultﬁt in
Basel. Buri's enthusiasnm for the proje;t. his long familiaxity
with Jasprers' work, and his personal invelvement in iACer-
relimious dialogue frovided a context of cheerful and critical
support during that period of reseavch at the univefsi:y where
Jaspers spent the final third of his academic life.

Spccifi; acknowledgement of those at MeMaster who
helped me during the course of this study is difficult %ecause

the list of both faculty and fellow students is so long. I
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mat bagin with lan Weeka who, as inatructor, lupg;viaot..
and friend, knev not only how to ask the righ:-queiéi;na. but
how tolle: the anavers grov.on_their own terms, in the logic
of the iife lived. As past and present dissertation committee
members, Joha Robertson, Loule Greenspan, Wayne Hhiiliet. and
Gary ¥adison all took the time to read, question, criticize,
. a;d generally tobpréd me to more clearheaded and careful |
Fhink;;sf .Dr. George Grant helped me, in waya_hg will heveﬁ‘
know, to take that thinking seriously. Gerard Vallde, David
Ard, Kassie Temple, Koichi Shinchara, Bob Gilliam, Paud Younger,
Gene Ebnbs, Joe Kroger, Art Davis - - these acve some of those
who, vhether over a‘booh or n.baer, contributed to that
atmosphere dor life of tﬁousht whence the specific concerms
of the present work grew, |

Jeanie Deunler; of course, deserves special mention.
I anm continually assisted by her aociolosicai penchant for
concrete facts and empirical data. Yet it vas and remains the
lived particularity and passion of her faith which has made life

together that deeper and vicher dialogue which 1s the real subject

[y

of this satudy. T -

Finally I wvant to thank Marsha Callahan for her patient,

cheerful, and generous work prcparing-:he typed manuacript.
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Some Notea on References and Tranalationa:

(1) Tor the sake of convenience Jaspera' works are

v



to in what follows either dy title alone or by abbreviationa
(in the case of book-length and fiequently cited works).
Complete bibliographic 1n£or,ation alohg with a listing of

" all abbreviations is given inm the Bidliography.

(2) th;e foreign language sources are cited, the translation

is my ovn unless otherwise indicated.

(3) Since Jaspers has, in general, been well served by his

najor English translators, 1 have not hesitated to use their
translations even though I have checked them against the original
vhepever I thought it necessary. My only change in these tranﬁ-
lations has been my use throughout, for reasons ;f eonsistency..

of “encompagsing” to translate umgreifend.

(4) When translating from German I have not capitalized abstract

nouns like “being" or "spirit" or/?transcendence." There i3 no

-~ :

gramatical waryvant for such capiiii::acion and it actually
falsifies Jaspers' sense. I have, hdwever, left such

capitalization as appears in other translations.

(S) Following the practice of Jaspers' translators, I have not

translated "Existenz" and have not treated it as a foreign word.

‘I have taken it over into English, juat as Jaspera took it over /

into German from Kierkegaard's Danish. ~
J. F. K.
McMaster Univeraicy
April 1978
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INTRODUCTYION

<

~

'Ig ainplesi terms, this thesis is an analysis and critique
of Karl-Jaspers' discussion of one of the central problems facing
contemporary religious thought - - the problem of rc;isioﬁa truth
as it arises gith;n F&;tempo&ary consciousness of religious
pluralism. Specifically, it looks at Jaspers' affirmative aaswver

. to :hé‘question. "Can more than ocne religion be true?™, and seeks '
to determine the adequacy of the idea of truth whereby Jaspers
explains such a possibility. It is, then, an analysis of Jaspers'
Adea of “existential truth” ér, more exactly, of his use of that
idea in explaining.religioua truth in a“situation of religious:
pluralisa. Hhile. finding Jaspefs' thought influential and
important, the thesis concludes that itzis finally ina;EQuate. -

and develops a series of related crigicisms explaining this

inadequacy = = criticisms which simultaneously point toward

’”-

other ways of approaching the queagion of religious truth which
might be mofé adequate to the reality of religious pluralism.

In :h{ixf;troductory chapter (1) a brief and general
discusaion of ésat is meant by the probdlem of pluralism and truth
in rgligion will be followed by (2) introductory remarks about .
Jaspers, especially as regards the rationale‘fo} choosing to study

his thought on the topic of religioua pluraliss and truth, These :f

first sections lead to (3) a preliminary statement of the thesis to

-1-
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be argued, and thus of both the goals and lia;;ations of this study.
Fidally. (4) a drief methodological discussion of ;he vay' in vhich
Jaspers' thought will be/ approached will be followed by a con-

cluding outline of the structure or movement of the discussion in

subs&quent chapters.

1.

Ig i3 a commonplace of evervday experience as well as of
learned comnent-that‘the;e is teday little consensus and less clarity
concerning religious trgcﬁ.l For those of us who live in the modern,
secular, post-religious Rest,2 any reference to "the problem of

religlous truth" actually entails a complex tangle of differenz but

related praoblems.

lwhile the concern of this entire study is to move toward a
more adequate understanding of what is meant by "religious truth,"
a few preliminary regarks about the way in which the term is being
used here are called for, In the first place, religious truth
“refers to the truth claimed by a religion or the truth of religion
as distinect from various historical or sociological ox descriptive
truths about yeligion. Thus, secondly, the term is used here 'in
the quite straightforward sense that religions - - even when, as is
often asserted, for instance, about forms of BSuddhism, they make no
c¢laim to deal with speculative theological or metaphysical issues - -
make claims about “the way things really are" at least insofar as
the reality of human destiny and salvation are concerned. Religious
truth, then, refersprizarily o the truxh claims or propeosals for
belief made by a particular religion, Cf, William A. Christian,
NMeaning and Truth In-Relicion (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Xess, 1904), pp. %=-0, 10~lw.' Finally, this primary sense of the
tedm involves the corresponding claim made by the veligions to
provide a true way or wavs of living in accord with the proposed
truth of belief. : '

a -~

“This characterization of our age as well as this eatire
introductory discussion of the problem is obviously, for purposes
of brevity, sketched with very broad strokes.

S
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In a most gendral sense, ieliginua truth is problennt%p
insofnr as pexhnp. the moat characteriatic ntticude concerning it is
one of practical indifference. A general clinnte of skeptical
relativiam wvhich dichptouizes facts and values; restricting the latter
to the sphere of privacy, creates a situation where even for thc'-
believer judgnnn:s of religiocus truth are often 1ndist1nguishable
froa matters of taste or opinion - - except, of courae, during thoae ‘
historical episodes whea they erupt into the public realm in the form
nf ideological frenzy. The situation has been well described by :hn
theolos&an Karl Rabner in response to the quescion "What does the
averase Buropean of today feel about relisious cruth?“ -- except
that his reply is pertinent not only to “the average European.” |
His attitude might perhaps bde descni§ed as follows.
Apart from the simple facts of direct sense experience
which tan be verified anew at any time by experiment,
there are theories and opinions and nothing else . . . .

Knowledge of truth, to the extent, that is, that it is -
constituted by a definite content has, therefore,

©  mwmoved from the center of human existence to its
- periphery. It bpelongs with thinss like color ;
of hair, taste, race, on which man's absolute value f
cannot be made to depend.3 / .
'In such a pervasive climate of practical skepticisn £
there are, as nlfgndy stated, a whole range of specific issues
or problems concerning rnligious truth. Yet what is perhapa

post significanc iz a gencrnl ahif: in the ground of debate about

religious truth. Thus-the fundamental queations are no lonser

3Rarl Rahuer, Inguiries. 1964. Cited by Jawes Schall,
. "The Nonexistence of Christian Political Philosophy," Worldview,
19. & & (April 1976), pp. 28-30. -




pfimarily questions of fact - - questions about ghis or that religious
truth, about the truth of this or that religion, or even about whether
the claims of any religion are :rye; Such-:raditionalfquestions

about the truth or falaity §f religious claims are, to be sure, still
prevalent. But the more. fundamental questions have to do with

whether or not it i3 at all apprOpriaé; io understand religions in
terms of truth - - an@ 1f 1ir 1g, then how is such truth to be

understood? They are, then, not facgual questions about whether

this or that is true, but logical questions about the very idea of

-~

"religious truth."”

Thﬁs, to take but two exarples from recent discussions
about religion, the famous (or infamous) Universitv debate on
"Theology and Fai;ificatién" and recent discussions about religion
and science both'exemplify the shift in philosophical ch$ught about
reiigion'frem the question of factual truth to the que;tié.;f';ﬁout4
the meaning or logical status of religious truth claims;“'fhe

University debate™ turmed upon the question of whether religious
. ’ ‘

assertions make any sense as assertions, as statements which could

be judged true or fals§i Or are they cognitively meaningless and
thus not properly matters of truth (at least of religious truth)

at all?

Similarly, recent diacussion about religion and sacicm:c;5

-

R -
; SCf. New Essavs In Philosonhical Theoloev, eda. Anthony
Flew and Alasdair Maclntyre (London: SCH. 19683. PP. 96-130;

“Cf. eapecially the work o‘ sc*ent‘stﬁ-H‘IOSOpher Hichael
Polanvi and discussions inspired by his thought,




discus;io§~in large measure promp:ed by the type of attack on
religiéus belief found 15 the "Theology and Falsification' debate,
illustratex both this shift in the focus of philosophical concern
about religion andutheslogically problematic status of the idea
of religious truth. In response to tHE‘EEcusation of cognitive
meaninglessneés. the effort has been made to ground cogniéive
significance by showing the logical simil;rities be:wee; religion
" and science. Yet the differeéce between scientific truth and

‘ iéiiglous truth ipplieg in these efforts is revealing. For while

there are not only ésntiddhl (factual) disas{gehcnts about

scientific trutHs: vut also (logiﬁgl) disagréemenCS about the

-

LY

meaning of “scientific truth," there are no-such disagreements about

ﬁhe{hqp it is appropriate to speak of truth in matters of science.
It is, in-fact, preé?gel§ becquse thére is general agfeement 3333
Science is a macESr of truth (and bcc;use science is often taken
as the paradigm instance of the very idea of truth), thaf efforts
to establish the abprOpriaténes§ of speaking of ;éliéious truth
have tumed to comparisons between the logle of religion and the
logic of science. ?he nécessity for such efforta serves to

\

underscore the difference bgtwgen science and religion, While
efforts to undqrstand the idea of truth in sqiepce stem fr&éftﬁc
hresupﬁosition of that truth, similar efforfs to understand the
logic of religious gruth claims are, in fact, finally concemed

to establish the legitimacy of speaking about "religious truth."

Now among the many specific issues involved in and

-

*
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illustrative of the generally p;oblematig character\of the idea
~of religio;a truth, one pirticular 1339@ of major contemporary
aignificance ig the problem of plura;;;m and téﬁ:h. or the problem
emerging from the apparently céhflictins truth claims of the

various world religions. As John Hick notes in a new chapter

" devoted to this-pfbblem in the most recent edition of his

Philosophy of Religion, "this issue now emerges as a major toplc

demanding a prominent place on the agenda‘of the philosopher of

bl

religion today and in the future."® It is a problem which is

increasingly actual or pressing - - both for those religious
7

Y

persons eﬁgaggd in the dialogue of'reiigions and for those
engaged in reflective analysis of relision.s- It is, moreover,

an issue which brings the probiemacic logical status of religious
truth into particularly sharp focus. As John Hick notés in the

passage just éited, "the skeptical thrust of these questions goes

6John‘Hick. Philosoophy of Relicion (2nd ed.; Englewood
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1973), p. 1l9.

TWhile a record or survey of the recent rise in such actual
encounter has vet to be attempted, two significant examples f{rom
. among many for North American Christians would be the person, life
and death of Thomas Merton - - cf. for example, his collection
Mysties and Jen Masters (New York: Dell, 1967) - - and the 1972
Mount Savior "Symposium on World Spiritualities" recorded in
Word out of Silence, the special double issue of Cross Currents,
XXIV #2-3 (Summer=-Fall 1574), 133-395,

SAn attempted complete listing even of very recent
 literature would be vast indeed. Works which have been used
in this study are listed in a special section of the Bibliography.



very deep; for ic is a short step from the thought :hée the™
different religions cannot all be true, although zhey each claim
f:olbe, to the thought that in-all prodbability none of(;hem is
_trﬁe.“g .Aéd'it can be said with qual justice, to bar&pﬂrase
Hick, that it is’ but a short ste;g;;éh the frequeantly voiced
claim that éi1~of the great religions aée in some sense true
to a perg}gxing pfoblem ab&ﬁ: the propriety and meaning of the
word "true" being used her;T‘b |

People have always; of ;ourse. bee£ aware of the fact

that there were many.religions, and there have alwavs been some
who ;ook seTiously the truth élaims of other religions. ivet
a general awarenéss of the historically changing ;nd culsturally
specific character of particular relision; (including one's own),
aléns with a Qore widespread appreciation of_thé richness and
plausibility of other religilonms, is a more modemrmn phenomenon, It
is, morcovcf.-thi§ new‘or hcightened awareness, itself born of a
ne§ uorid—historical situation, which has generated the particular
issue with which this SCudy'is.concerned.lo

The new world situation has been described and explained

 in many ways. Whether grected optimistically as "a global village"

Sphilosophy of Redigion, p. 119.

-lowhat follows is simply a brief evocation of the problem
which makes no claim to completendss. An analvsis of Jaspers'
wnderstanding of the problem is presented in the next chapter. For
a good, still brief, but morc detailed diacussion of the factors
leading to this new sensitivity to religious pluralism, ¢f. Charles

Davis, Christ and the World Relicions (London: Hodder and Stoughton;
1970}, pp. 26-39.




or anticipated with trepidation as "a brave new world," the*
advent of a potentially wmiversal and homogeneous world culture
under the impetus of modern scientific and fndustrial technique

<

has dbeen recognized as our new spiritual situation at least since

. - . -ﬁ;.
Hegel. Increasingly the spread of technical rationalicy along

the trading routes and (more recently) the airvaves of the world
has penetrated the previously secure boundaries of particular,
traditional cultures. !t'has-si?ultaneously brought these

. ~
cultures into protracted, demanding contact with one another and,

‘berhapéimﬁ;e sisﬁificaptly. wvith the emergenk, largely alien, yet
-ingfsgpable presence of modemm industrial‘civili:ation.

The rcsultinﬁ -- and, of course, still emerging - -
situatién for the religions is first of all a sityation of
varying degrees of crisis (or at least of radicdi change) brought
about by the diﬁinution of the particplar, traditional culturve in
which a given veligion's pattemn of life and self-understanding
vas ;ootedll and by the necessity, again in varying degrees,

-

of adapting to the new (secular) cultural situation.l“ Secondly

11This is, evidently, not to suggest a relativist equation
of religion and culture, but only to state the obvious fact that
"any concrete formulation of a religion . . . has to integrate it
vith a culture." John Dunne, The Wav of All The Earth {New York:
Macmillan, 1972}, p. 126. For a detailed argument about the
necessary interweaving of religion with culture, cf. Wilfred Cantwell
Smith, The Meaning and End of Religion (New York: New American
Lidbrary, Mcentor Books, 1964). S

a

- l‘It is perhaps worth noting in passing that it is a

fallure to take seriously this first, critical aspect of the present

situation which gives to many discussions of the second aspect,

the convergence of the teligions, such an alr of unreality, The

. thetoric of pluralism rings hollow when it ignores or hides this
pervading homogeneity. '



»

it 1s a situation 'of new and more ‘sustained contact between the
world religions and, as so often noted, of an actual ?r potential
convergence of, the }eligions. |

One vay of characterizing this new situation of encounter
between the religioﬁa would be to say thaﬁ it {3 no longef sidply.
a matter of a primarily "academic" comparison of doctrines and
data, but has become s meoting of persons. As Wilfred sulth -
remarks, "the larg;—acale compilation of da:# of the nineteenth .
.century « + » has in the twentieth century and particularly
since World,ggr 1 b;en supplemented by a living encounter - =
a large-écaié face~to-face mecting between persons of diverse
faith."l3 The new awarencss of other religions emerging in this
situation, then, is not simply a matter ;f kqowledgo. but mor§
significantly a matter of srowing Yespect, appreciation, and
wmutual influence - - and this erIng a period of increasing
éelf—criticism and loss of confidence resulting from the first;
mentioned erisis aspect of the new world-situation.

Yet this new or heightened consciousness of religious
pluralise vhich 1s characteristic of our situation 1s not without
coxplexity and ambiguity, It is, in fact, dgeply problematic,

although in some respects its problema are also quite significant

*

-

C e

I

g '
13?11!:ﬂd Cantwell Smith, "Comparative Religion: Whither -

and Why?", {i The Historv of Relicions, odx. Mircea Eliade and Joseph

Kitagawa (Chicage: The University of Chicagoe Press, 195Q), p. 32,
-The "Svmposium on World Spiritualities"” wveferred to above, n, 7,
clearly i1llustrates this change as also does the framework of even

such academic studies as Ninian Swmart's World Relicions: A Dialogue

(Baltimore: Penguin, 1969) and William Christian's Opnositions
of Religfous Doctrines (London: Macmillan, 1932 , Chapter 1Y,

a4y
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opportunities. For manv. of course, it 1s‘understood as simply
one aspect of that general sense of relativism vhich renders the
wvhole idea of truch peripheral For others - - those for whom it
represents a serious encounter of persons and living faiths, char-

‘acterized by openness and aﬁﬁreciation = = it i3 a consciousness

, troubled by serious, often unprecedented questions precisely as a

}resul: of this new-found appreciation of the plausibility of the

other as other. : -

For some, of course, this awareness of pluralism raises
the tvpe of qunq:ions traditionallv dealt with in the philosophy
of religfon (or philosophical theology) = = questicns about the
validity of any religion or aboué general truths which may be
shared by scveral religions (e.g.. that God or Divine Being existsa;
that miracle and revelation are possible). _Thcre are,~tGo,
expeclally for many Western Christians, theological que;tiona - -
not 3imp{y the old queations about how "the others” can be saved,
but questioas aboﬁt how other religions as rcligions.are to be
wderatood and appreciated within the framework of one's own faith.l9
For many thoughtful persons, however, the pressing questions cmerging
from a heightened awarcneas of pluralism are noithc; atrictly

theological (since they do not prosuppose the normative truth of

1

Lone vay of formulating the "theolorical" fasue faced by
any particular faith would bde: given the tyuth of that religion
as normative, although not aeceasarily exhaustives or exclunive,
in what sense might other religiona also he considered true? For
a food diacuunsion in the ahife *n theological questions resulting
from the new situation, cf. Daviy: VPP 3948,
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any one tradition) nor the tradifional philosophical queations
(aince they do preauppoée that religion ih\ggj? general aonae 1is
true or that there i3 religious truth). Their questions center,

rather, on the adequacy of the widespread view, expresseéfvariousi§\“

-

and held with vafying degrees of explicitness, that moré”ﬁhan one~ <

religion is true of that all of the great rel{pibns are .true, ocach
' i

in ic; own way as a symbolic, culturally and historically specific
articuihtion of the inexpressible divine mystery. Ihiéllast question
is the apecific concern of the presen:‘study.ls

Quite'typieally. at least in the West, such a view about
different religioﬁ; being equally true, along with the dtu:s and
questions assoclated with it, might arise in something like éhe

following pattern of thought. The heightened awareness of pluralism

lsIt i3 necessary to be clear that no elaim is being made
here about the relative significance of these different questions
ar adout their truth (insofar az ene Question either presupposes
or precludes the answer to another). It i3 simply claimed that
for many persons today consciousness of religlous pluralism comes
to focus in the last-meationed question and the purpose of this
study, then, i3 to try to shed soeme light on the legitimacy of
thiz way of thinking about pluralism and truth. It may well be
that thizs "modern consciousness' which precludes the poasibilicy
of any one religion being the fruth, far from being the kevy to an
adequate wnderstanding of the problem of pluralism and truth, ix
1taelf the baaie problem. To bogrow A phrase from Wittgensteln,
it may be a picture which holds us-captive and hypwitches our i
intelligence. Cf. John Xane, "Pluralism, Truth, and the Study
of Religion," Studies in Relicion/Sciences Reliciouses IV 83
(1974/75), pp. 158-168, for a development of thism sungestion.
Cf. also Dawvis, pp. 20=39 for o discussion of the clear bias
and intolerance in the widespread, vet A priovi rejection of
the very pessibility that anv one veligion could be wniversally
or normatively true = - a biax which is at least implicicly
reinforced by the non-committal character of relipious studien
in the secular uuniversity, '

=-11-
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Tesulting bothxfron a growing appreciation of the other as other
._ihd an 1nc§eaainsly critical appropriation of one'a own faith has
- : P

aade ausp&éﬁ. for many, the claim of any one religion to full or
normative truth praciaalylby giving - a certain legitimacy to wany
other claigs. Thua! for example, Christian excluaivism_is attacked
from within. Recent cfforts to develop a "theology of religlona"
are disnissed as ihaufficiedtly radical, as 3o many epicycles of '
theory used to shere-up-a failing Ptolemaic (Chris:oéentric) the;i;gy
when what is really ﬁoaded i3 a Copernican revolution.1® After
auch a revoiution; “there éill not be Christian theologies, or
Islamic theologies . . . but human theologles, which are not
asectional but global in thedr use of tha religious data . . .
theologies based upon the full range of man's religious awareness."l7
A different, and far more modest example, would be the receat
critique of so much phénomenology of religion because it effectively,
. whether explicitl§ or only implicitly, uses only one religion
. (Chrisctianity) as normatiye.ls

At the sama t;me. however, assertiona about the cusential
unity of the religlons, their unitiye origina and fundawental

agreement (“'they all really teach the same thing") are found wanting.

Detailed acholarly work in the hiatory of religions has shown such

1630hn Hick, Cod and the Universe of Faitha\(London:

171bid., p. 203,

185, ¢. Arapura, Relicion As Anxietv and Tranquilicy '
(The Rague/Paris: Mouton, 1972), p. J.
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facile assertions of unity to be without basis. Di%ferences -
among the religions, for example, which were regarded as secondary

by earlier theories about the oripgins of rpliéion. have been shown

to be as basic or original as similarities.l® ang it is the same

vith regard to the subsequent histories and current expressions

of belief and practice. - - _

It is clear enough that there are atructural

similarities running through all the _major

religions . . . ‘and that there are analogies

among their doctrines, sometimes even striking - : .
analogles. But adding up all the similarities

and analogies we can find among them seems to -

leave us far short of the evidence. needed to

warrant theﬂclaim that they are saying the

sama thing.-o

If we take the ;elisiona at their word, “if we go by the words
enshrining their beliefs," we not only find no evidence for
wnanimity, but rather that “there are different teachings" - -
real opposition, co;flicting claimg, <1

Thus a."looge and scntimental"zzlview of the oneness
of the religions seems no more adcqua;c than the orthodox assertion
of normative truth# Nedther traditional "provineialism" nor a

woreé modern “cosmopolitanism' seems to come to grips with the actual

dimensions of the prodlem of pluralism and truth as*it presses itself

9
l'Ibid., p. 4.

b
‘OChristian, Crpositions of Reliefous Doctrines, p. 116,

"1 i
““Smart, p. 12,

Aan

““Christian, Oppositions of Relieious Doctrines, p.7S.

~ . _
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" upon this ponginpprary consciousness.® To the extent :ha;/aﬁéztaiﬂ‘h‘\\\i\ -
continue to affirm tﬁat-:heii religion i3 the true relis}ég. their

“provincialisa" 1s troubled by their awareneas of ana‘x;spegt for the
other religions aa o:ﬁer and not aimply as 3 preliminary or partiai
form of their own truth. To the extent xh;t the e;ﬁhtiences of
others has led Ehgﬁzggfreject "provincial" claims, éheir "cosmo~
politanism" is Qqually troubled by the fact that their truth bears
atrangely little resemblance to any actual religion (to the actual
claims of the religiona) and is divorced from the concrete life
and practice so essential to the Actual relisions.z“

What can bde neatly formulated as a seemingly straight-
forward altermative, then, has become in the actual experience
of many an extremely complex hilemma. If one i3 to speak of religious
truth in the context of pluralism, then it can be ggii quite simply
that efther one religion is t;ué.(and all others either false or
‘ only partially true) or, that something like "Religion" ia t;uo ‘
(and religions are true insofar as th;y embody or manifest this .
essence - - 1usof$r as they all “say the same thing"). Yet it is
precisely the unacceptability of eitﬁcr altermative which consti-

tutes the dilemma and which has led to the suggestion of a third

posalbility as an escape from the dilemma. If no one religion may

23The geographic metaphor i3 auggested by Peter Munz,
Problems of Religious Knowledge (Londen: SCM, 1959), p. 8.

"

““The zeal prodled with theorics of general or esseatial
religlon i3 not so much that they are a sort of intellectual
imperialism with reductionistie consequencea, but that in seceking
to be comprehensive they become empty and ¢phemerall
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be said to embody, in a final and nornn:iQQ way, the fullness of
religious truth, and if it is inadequate to find the truth of xeligion

/:n some hypothetical essence of religion or religion;in—genera;. thea
perhaps more than énefreligion_may be said to be true. In other words,
given the problems poied by the modern awareness sf raligious pluralism,
it 1ia, perhaps, onlf‘in terms of a view which admita the posaibility
that more than one religion can be téue - = or that irreducibly
differeu: religions may be equally true - - that the sense and legit-
imacy of assertiona of religious truth can be maintained.

Such in any case is the type of view which has attained fairly
wide currency because of its obvioys attractiveness for a‘heightened.
modern awareness of pluralism., If “the reality of pluralism must be
the starting point of any serious m?dern €aith,"35 then the assertion
that more than one religion.could be true would safeguard religious
particularity and particular claims, allowing cqual weight to
pluralism and to truth., This type of view is, of caurse, not new.

It might be said to go back at lecaat to Friedrich Schleiermacher,
to vhose influence so much ia the contemporary study of and under-

standing of religion can be traced.2® Yet if it {s not new, v

*SMaurice Friedmann, "Touchstones of Reality" in M.
Friedmann, T. Patrick Burke, and Samuel Lacuchli, Searching inm
the Svntax of Thinga: Experiments in the Studv of Relicion
(Philadelphia: Yortress Press, 1972), p. <3.

:GSchleicrmncher himself, as a Chriatian theologian, argued
the normative priority of the Christian faith. Yet in escaping the
Enlightenment dilemma of either natural or positive religion he
developed an essentially XKantian understanding of a religious a
priori which at once rejected natural or general religiousness and

-15-
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~ 1t has beconme increasingly prominent because ic seoms to

meet the problematic demands of the type of awareness of pluraliam

described above:27

—. Porxr anny today, then, the notion that different religions
Iisht be equally true ia a proniaing and extrenely actractive one.
Yet its attraction should pethaps be described as seductive, as a -
“bevitchment éf intelligence." For vhile all aspects of contéuporarf
conacioﬁsnesa of religious pluraliam raise serious problems for

claims to religious truth, the line of thinking just sunmarized

.raises with particular acuteness bastc logical questions about

the ucaning(;f:“relifioua truth." Surely it is generally held,
as a critic of the view that “all religions are equally true"
stresses, that."uhat is really true for us must be universally
true, for ‘that ia vhat truth means."28 " Thus 1f it is claimed

that more th:pvone reizéion can, strictly speaking, be saild to
- R Qv -

o~

be true, it must be explained what the word “true" means in such -

>

T .

affirmed the inevitability and validity of different, particular,
historic religions as expressions of that in se inexpressible

a priori. It is this type of analysis which has become influential
and the basis for the view that mere than one religion can be

true. For a somewhat fuller discussion of Schleiermacher in

this context, and a brief comparison of Schleiermacher and

Jaspers, ¢f. Kane, esp. pp. 160-161.

‘7Hou often, for instance, one heara the idea that different
religions are concretely irreducible, yet both (all) true because
transcendentally unified. .

280wen Thomaa. ed., "Introduction" to Attitudes Toward

Other Relipiona - (New York: Harper and Row, 1969), pp. 20-21,
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& context, lest it be reduced to some werely pri#ate sense like
"I choose this" or "I Approve of this."2? Pyt negatively, the
R problem i3 whether the view that different, conflicting truth
‘ claims can be equally true does not render the very idea of religious
truth vacuous. Puﬁ wore positively, the problem iz to de:ermine_
whether it i3 possible to understand religious truth in a way which
at once respects the particularity of the different traditions and
atill gives substance to the ina of truth.
There arve, of coqr&e. various efforts to arrive at just
such an ﬁnderstanding of religious truth. These different effores,
moieover, tend to overlap at key'points and to share various aspects
of a common type of approach to. religious pluralism and tru:h.' Still,
while an examination of the &dequacy of this increasingly widespreéd'
vay of thinking is the general purpose of this study, no attempt
‘;?ahall be made here to survev a variety of different theoriés-or to
distill the major elements of a supposealy common theorv. What is
proposed, rather, is more modest: a paftiai assessment of the view
thac.more than one religion could bg.truc dy means of an analvsis
of the éxplahatory,theory developed by one major ﬁnd significant

proponent of that view - - Xarl Jaspers. To put the matter

another wav: the question with which this study is concerned is

. =17-
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‘gTHcre is, of course, a way of understanding the claim
that more than one religion is true which does not incur this
logical difficulty. George Burch, for instance, im his Altemative
Goals in Relinion (Montreal: MeG{ll-Queen's University Presa, 1972),
argues that the major religions are cqually true because they each
proclain radically diffcrent, exclusive but not contradictory,

truths - - three separate, coﬁplemcntary absolutes. This interesting,
1f highly speculative, view is not the type of position under
consideration here.

At
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of a prevalent cypc:of thinkihg and also to the critical orv

L]

not the factuad one, "Is there more than one true roligion?", but

the logic#l or critical question, “Can there be more than onc{:rue '

~Teligionl" Even more precisely, the queation takes the following
~ form? “Can ‘truth in veligion be (adequately) understood in such a

vay that more than one religion can be true = = even when there is

cleoar opposition 1n~thc'fundhmen:al truth claima wada by the
differentreligions?" Jaapers' thought is examined as a major
contemporary example of an affirmative anawer to that question,

> . Before turning to some introductory comments about Jaspers,

however, two more points should be made about the problex area

N L
which has just been sketched out, In the firat place, and for

the sake of clarity, it should de emphasized again that the precisé

problen under study is only one limited aspect of the general

-problem of pluraliam and-—truth (which is itself cnly.onc of “many

problems related to the generally problematic.characcer of
religious truth). The general problem or context of problems
ralsed by csg;emporary awarenaaa of religious pluralism has been
touched upon both becpuse it conatitutes a conatant horizon
within which thought about the precise problem occurs and because
increasoed clarity about the more procise, iaaups;bqéomea one way

of dealing with and mnking some contribution :oqard the reaolution
of the.l larger iaauea.’ StillT while there is gich an 1mp11c1:
intention or direcction of ﬁhéughc throughoﬁt the present study,

the explicit focus 1s limited to Jaspera' thought as one example

logical questions which remain preliminary to what must £inally

."



-ba the more lisnitic!n: quuttianu -- those queations about_:he
actual validity of different religious claims which emerge in the
convnrs;nce or enéounter of the religions themaelves.30

‘ Secoadlg.—houe!pf&hwhlié-:he explictie qugs is thus limitea'
and losiéal. the quesation é£her diacussion is n;'nnrrowly acadenmic
quibble, As tﬁinkerl'qf thg stature of Kierkpsaa:d and Nietzsche
have taught n;. and as Ja;pernlhimself atresses, 1 the question
of the meaning, and thus of the very posaibility of religious truth
1s a matter of “political" significance in the most profound senué
of that Qord. The continuing privatization of relfsiéué truth .
and the corresponding paralysis of the gfeat"tr;ditioﬁa of belief
are watters touching the depth and future of our humanity. His
awareness of this pqlitical.aeriouanasa is, in fact, prominent
among the reasona why Jaapéra is taken to be a major and~aié-
nificant representative of the gencral approa;h to religioua

.pluraliau and truth béing considered here.

2.
There are, of courase, varioua reasons for the scl@ction of
Jaspers' discusaion of veligious plﬁraliam and tiuth 59 the focus
of this study. The most straightforward reason is fhe gimple fact

that he has written a major work which deals with the precise

30ce, William Chriastian's diacussion of the limited role
of auch "critical philoaophy" in Oppositions of Religious Doctrines,
pp. 8-12. . _
-/ .
e, Chapter II1 for Jappers' analysis of the world-historic
-significance of this issue - - an analysis in which both Kierkegaard
and Nictzache are figurecs of prominent importance.

L e . s o
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problem outlined above - - Der philosophische Glaube angesichts der

Offenbarung - ~ and that his claim to have provided an adequate
reéslution to this prqblem has yet to receive a detailed aﬁalyiis

and evaluation.3> The more serious; reason, of course, is found in

the view expressed above that Jaspefs i3 a major ‘representative of "~

the type of thinking about pluralism and truth which has just

been sketched in broad ou;line.3; ‘There can be no argument to
prove this estimate of Jispers' signiéicancé} Qu: a dbrief intro-
duction to his discussion of religious pluralism will serve to
illustrate some of the ways in which he is, in the best sense,
typical and representative. Such an introduction is perhaps

particularly useful in North America where Jaspers is known above

all éimply as "an existentfalist," a title which probably conceals

2The German original was published in 1962 and the English
translation, Philosophical Faith and Revelation, in 1967. (As already
noted, bibliographic data about reterence to Jaspers'-major works is
found in the general 5ibliography below). While-there has been
considerable discussion of the work in Europe, it has taken place
almost entirely within theological circles in response to Jaspers!
call for the transformation of Christian self-understanding,  Although
such diascussion is clearly relevant to the issue of religious plural-
ism, there has been no major discussion of the problem of pluralism
as such, In the "Introduction" to his recent book Karl Jaspers:
Philosophv as Faith (Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 1975),
p. 11, Leonard Ehrlich announces a-planned volume which will deal with
the question of pluralism, i.e. with "Jaspers' effort to promote
truth in religion by means of a philosophical critique of-relipgton
at least "i{nsofar as it pertains to that volume's topic of the
political import of Jaspers' philosophical concern. "

3o significant thinker is reducible to a tvpe, just as
no type, however well conceived, is adequate for what 1t is intended
to dmelude. It 1s such difficuly with the notion of "types of
thinking™ - - above all the way in which types can so casily, even
unintentionally, become "strawmen" fitted to the purposes of one's
argument - = which has led to the present foecus upon the actual work
of one thinker. -




more than it reveals and one vhich he explicitly rejected, 3%

and where he is known hardly at all for the thinking about religion

vhich became a major concern of his later yecars and about which,

A3 already noted, there has been much discussion 1n'Europé.35
It i3 in a wvay {ronie,tha: Jaspers is not mo?e widely
known particularly for his,understan§ing of religion since ﬁc
speaks so persuasively not only to but-also for a liberal,
enlightened, yet troubled mainécream of thinkiné aboug religion.
Cerman cheoiogian‘Hcinrich.Frics' testimony in this regard remains:

substantially truc today, a quarter of.a century after it was

written:

If according to Hegel's famous phrase an authentic
philosophy is nothing other than “the era grasped
conceptually,” then this is especially applicable
to Jaspers and his work. This philosopher and

his philosophy express for many who cannot give
expression to their thought that which is alive

in them as the spirit of the age. Thus is the
figure and. the work of Jaspers representative:

T~

.

21—

} ‘

Jeg, above all the 1956 "Epllogue" to Jaspers' 1937
lectures originally published under the title Exintenznhilosophie
(PE, pp. 95-6) as well as the 1955 "Epilogue" to the third cditien
of his Philosophie (Ph T, pp. 11-12). What Jaspers rejeets is not
only the catch-word which "remains like a phantenm under whose name
the most heterogencous things are treated as identical" (PE, pi-96),
but Speeifically existent{Mism as an attemmt to absolutize human
frcedom (Sartre) and as an attempt to develop an ontology of
frecedon (Heidegeer).

vy

BSonly his facous debate with Bultmann on "the question
of demythologizing" (published in English as Meth and Christianicy)

is widely known, and that primarily because of theological interest
-in Bultoann,

- —— s
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he both presents azaxtpprusents what is thought

and lived today. In meeting Jaspers, wa meet

the man of our day.36 :
Yet Jaspers is not wore widely knowan for his thinking adbout religion
in part, at_least, because of his own initial and continuing inten-
tion'to speak about and for philosophy #s an originmal faith distinct
from and in polar opposition to religious faith. JasPers.naver
claimed to be' Teliglous in any generally accepted sense. From
his youth uqéil the very end of his life he maintaived a simul-.
taneously critical and respectful distance from institutional
Christianity, even as he was deeply influenced by the heritage
of "biblical religion" made present to some cxtent by his own
family, but to a greater extent by his Jewish wife and bf hia
own perzonal study.37 His early writing about reliéion focusen
upon religion primarily in order to distinguish pﬁilonophy
from religion.33 Only in his later work does religion itaelf
become a topic of thought §nd concern where Jaspers secky "to
promote truth in religion by means of a philosophical critique

w39

of religion. It {3 in this later work, both as partwef his

effort to develop a "philosophical logic" adequate to the new,

36Hcinrich Friea, Ist der Glaube cin Verrat am Menschen?
Eine Begegnung mit Karl Jaspera (Spever: Pilger-Verlag, 19500,
pe 20, .

37pA, pp. 76, 78; PSP, pp. 95-103, 112.

- 38py I, pp. 296-316; cf. PA, p. 77. Tor a aurvey of
Jaspera' discussaion of religion in his carlieat writings, prior
to Philononﬁ%s, cf. T. J. von Lutz's Reichwoite und Grenzen von
Karl Jaspern' Stelluncnahme =u Religion und Ottenbarung (Disser-
tation: Univeraity otf Munich, 1lY%8), pp. l=-a4b5,

3%Ehrlich, p. 11.



world—his;orical situation (or global hori:zon) of thought and as
part of hias paagionatu atruggle to preszerve the ﬁossibility of faith
ami&st the terrible crisis of our age, that Janpers takes up the
.question of pluralism and truth in ruligion.zo

Thus Jaspers' relation to religious faith {s one which RTeW
gradually throughout his career as he again and agatin took up the ' if
struggle to come to adequate terms with that other falth which -
stood in such a crucial polarity to his owm "philosophical faith."
Yet while thérc clearly is development in Jaspers’® ugderstanding
of ruligion.al the controlling elemvits and bauic intcufions of
his thought remain constant. Even as he contraats philouophy
and religion in the carly wirk, his fundamencal purpose is to
estadlish thoe validity of existential £aith (or the truth of

exatential relationa to transtendence), Philosophy clearly is

aOPhilouonhical Fafth and Revelatton {a, of course, the
basic text in this renard, but {t (¢ the culmination of a lony
development of think{nwe about the logtle of tatch (1w Philononhy
and Von der Wahrhetit) and about the crinin of the preseant age
{espectlally The Urivin and Coal of Hi{story),  While explicie
discussions of relieien are to be towund tn these major works an
well as in numertous articles or chapters ot shorter wvorks, the
most readily available summary statements ot Jagpers' thought
about religlon prior to ED}}EEBTQU:ELLJfLLFh amd Revelarion are
Der ohilonophische Qlaube Las, tnelish trans. Ihe Terenntal
Scone ot Philononhy, ciapecially Chapter &), Die Frave der
Entmvtholoqi:ivrunq VIS4, English trana., Meth and Tﬁﬂ::?knn{rv),
and the sections on eligion in Jaspers! 'quflouopn13]1 Auto=-
dlopranhy” (pp. 75-81) wnd his "Reply to My Critics” (pp. TTT=TSS)
in P. AL Schilpp, edo, The Philosonhe ot Narl Jauneran (New: York:
Tudor, 1957). N.B., this last mentioned work will hercatfter be
referred to simply as “Schilpp."

"lThiu {5 one of the cenzral arsunenta of Lurz's
dizscrtation, (Cf. n. 38 above.)



the primary gath of such existential tranacenﬁins. but Jaapers,
with all of his severe criticiam of religion, atressea that 1t

too is a poaaible panh._fﬁith. and truch.%2 Later, as his think-
ing beéamn more world-hiatorical and political.43 this fundamental
;ﬁfention to eatablish the validity of exiateﬁ:;nl faith takes the
form of an effort to éalineACQ a "universal basic knowledge" as #
“"common framework so broadly Sased that hiatorically heterogeneoua
faiths could communicate in it without abandoning themselvea' and
"coulg tranaform themselvea by their own depth . . . into the new
foundationa that human seriocusnoas needs under tha conditioﬁa of
the couming age."N Thus the truth of faith ﬁish: survive the
pervaaive threat of decay into nihilium, the losa of thé freat
religlous and philosophical traditiona, by the oatablishment of

a baﬁiu upon which thess traditiona might bde ai§1rmud 1n‘thuir
multiplicity - - for "the truth of faith lics in the multipliciey
of its hiatorical manifeatationa® and "in the aélf—oncountering

of this multiplicity through ever desper communication."® Thia
bauis for the affirmac;on of the plurality of faitha, for their
posaidbloe pro;ervucion in a aituation of criain aqd tor their
communication in a aituation of converpence, 1a conatituted by

Jaspora' analyais of the logic of faith and tho logic of exiutential

truth,

42ph 1, p. 201,
43pA, pp. 65-69, 81-84; OMP, pp. 135-136.
a"?rR. pn 880 -

y .
4300k, pp. 225-227; cf. pp. 214-215, 221-225.



3 S e

.In sum, then, a diatinction can and muat'be nade between
Jaspers' faith and hialanalyais of falth., Jaapers' "philoaophiqal
faith," however religious it might seenm in its unconditionality
and transcendent reforence, must clearly ba distinguished from the
poaitivity of real religion.“s This non-religious faith is 1:3F1f
very widespread and typical of the faith of 80 many contemporaries
vho stand with Jaspers between a complete rejection of faith, on
tho one hana, and traditional orthodoxy, on the other.®? Yet it is

-

Jaspera’ analyaia-of faith, intended to be applicable to relihioua
as well as philosophical faith, which {a typical of confempg}ary
thinking about religion in a more fund#mental sende. It 1s thiy
analyais of the logic of faith and truth which cryatallized in
Jaspers' own thinking in light of the preaent aituation of crisis

and convergence and which ia taken here as ropregcntative of not

just a-religious, but also of much religious asclf-understanding

as it has ﬂcvelopud in that same aituation.

Jnéperﬂ' thinking ia intentionally typical not aimply
in tho aenae already noted “that he seeks a common framework ade-
quate to tha problems and realitica of our age,. but insofar as he
accka that common ground not by snome radical brénﬁthrough OT new
departure, but by a inf-conncioun offort to think within and to

recapitulate the dominant thomes of Weatern and contemporary thinking.

8Ph I, p. 296; PA, p. 775 R, pop. 779, 755-6.

47

. Cf., for cxample, Robert Bollah's essays "Transcendence
in Contemporary Plety" and "letween Relipion and Soctal Science" in
Bevond Belief: Eanava on Relteion In A Pone-Traditional Warld
(New York: Hamper and Row, 1Y70), pp. 196=208, 237-259,
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"I see in my thinking, " he notea with reference to the “"wniversal

basic knovledge " (Grundgedanke) outlined- in the first part of

Von _dér Wahrheit, "the natural and nacessary conclusion of previous

Western thought."48 Jaspers has alvaya rejected the idea that his
philoacphy is something new. “Philonopﬁy can never wish to be

anything but li;ple. ancient, etarnal philoaophy."4? Yet thia

. affort to be ancient, eternal philoaophy occura today explicitly

within the conditiona for thought which are the realities of our
era and not by some effort to transcend those conditiona. Thua
Jaspers locates himself clearly and aelf-conaciously within, ae
one of the moat aignificant repreaentativea of, the modem,
6nlightenod tradition of liberal rationality. Kant stands at
the peak of that tradition as the one who moat clearly thought

the fundamental conditiona of our age. And it ia above all Kant -

vho is Jaspera' mentor and a Xantian underatanding of reason and

freedom which are the foundations of his thinking.so

ASde, p. 192, While the claim might acem arrogant on
any torma,- Jaapera 1a not claiming some "lHogelian" ayntheaila of
all of Weatern thought. le rejecta the poaaibility of auch a
syntheala. MNia claim, rvather, ia to be able to provide, at this

~ Juncture in Weatemn history ("standing on the shoulders of gianta"),

a critical or mathodological framework for the rich and profound:

diversity of Weatern thought = - one which hopes also to be uignifi-
cant for the emerging world horizon of thought.. Cf. PA, pp. 70-75,
31—8‘5 . !

-

4%e, p. 153, 0. 1.

Sok‘.hrlich. p. 210, recounts a conversation with one of
the current profeassora of philosophy at Basel who refeorred to
Jaspera as '"the firat and laat Kantian."
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Yot the heritage of the Enlightenment has undergona a

‘deep challenge and crisis since the middle of the laat century - -

80 much so that Karl Lowith can with Justice remark that "we are
all ox;ateﬁtialiat: » + .« because we are all more or less caught
in the predicgment of being ‘modern' by living in an epoch of
dissolution of former beliefs and cértainties."SI Here again,
or still, it is Jaaperé‘ concern to think within and not against
the mainstream of the age - ~ to think the WVestarm tradition as
appropriated by the Enlightenment within the present crisis of
our history. Kant remains his mentor, but his is a Xantian

é
thinking drawn taut under the -impact of Niotzsche and sharpened by

the influence of Xierkegaard. Reason and freedom (Vernunft und

Existenz) remain the focal points of his thought - - aa they

are the dominang realitiea of our hiastorical afeuation - ~ but it
is reason and freedom chastened by the loxa of asecure foundations,
rootleasness, the ambipuities of'ééicntific technique, and the
unclear proupect of the cméréing-glghul era.ns

Jagpera haa alwavs, ;;cn; u;ught to think {n a way which K
was represcentative oé the é;inatronm = = not asg a pasaive mirror

of the superficial, but as one who srappled with and thus clarified

the deeper currents. - This ia equally true for his thinking abour

*lrar Lowith, Nature,  Hiagory, and Uxiatencialism

(Evanaton: Northwestern University Prews, 19o0), p. oL,

S‘Thcqc themes are explicitly developed {n Jaspera' 1935
lectures publianhed as Vernuntt und ! Uxiatens (Enplish trana. Reason

and Ixiatenz), Cf, PipLCiIllV lectures one and {ive. CY. alsuo

T vy L ——

Chap:cr I1 of the present study.

s a g



. religion, both for his general analysis of the logic of faith and
for his specific approach to the question of religioua pluraliam.
The fundamental elements of that analyais o{ the logic and truth
of faith reveal the pervasive presonce of Kant ani Kiorkegaard and
thus find echoes throughout very much current discussion of religioﬁ.
Emphaaia upon faith with an implied priority of faith over belief
and the basic location of religion in subjectivity or immedidcy is
1£aclf a prime instance of understanding religion within Kant's
anthropocentric turmn and in terms of Kierkegaard's evocation of
Existensz. Similarl& Kant's progtaﬁmatic denial of knowledge "to make
room for faith" catablishea a polarity of phehomenal and noumenal,
objactive and tranacendent, literal and symbolic which finds compre-
hensive contemporary expre;aion in Jasp;rs' thought and 1is an often
unquestioned and seemingly inescapablé prémiae of 30 much recent
_diacussion of religion. '
Jaspera, then, bringa these fundamental aspects of hia
analyais of faith to thd current aituation of erisis and coﬁbcrgenck
and .provides thereby one of the clearer and more comprehensively
thought expressions of the view that the t}uth‘of faith allowa, cven
demanda real plurality.53 Alrend§ in 1931, writing about the plurality
of'ﬁ;r14viewu in the hiastory of humgn thought, he deseribed “the basic
problem ratsed by such pluralism - - what has above been described as

thckgiicmma af "provinclalism" or "cosmopolitaniam":

It scems that there {y efither one true
way or the truth ia the combinatfon that

3o, pp. 226-237.
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links them all, or elsa there are several
truths, If there were many excluaive world
views and all of them wers true, the Appli-
cable truth concept would have to diifer

from what we mean by generally valid acien-
tifiec truth,”*

Given such alterna 8, Jaaspers vigorously rejecta the orthodox
or "provinecial" claim ("one true way"). It ia, in fact, the exclu-
eiviat pretensions of revealed religion which eventually came to

occupy a central place in hia critique of religion.ss Yot Jaapers

is equally clear in hia rejection of some "cosmopolitan" essence
orlnnalgam of the vn;ioua religious faitha ("'the combination that
linka them all.") Paat efforts to find the one truth in the diveraity
of religions have resulted not in "authentic truth purified of
hiastorical aceident™ but in "a collection of abstractions watered
down by rationalism" where "the profound meaning, the poignancy was
lost" and "trivial generalization romained."5® The remaining
altoernative, then, is that more than one religion can be true (“:he;;
are several truths"), but this, as Jaspers notea, meana that "the
applicable truth concept would have to differ from what we mean by -
generally valid sclentific truth." It would be a concept of

"existential truth" which, while unconditional and absolute, remaina

always particular and hiatoric, never univeraal and cxcluaive.57

Sépy I, p. 251, Pmphasia added.
55e.g.. PSP, pp..89-96; PFR, p. 342.
>6psp, p. 113, Cf. PW, p. 150; OGH, p. 221.

>7psP, pp. 90-91,
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Jaspers' program, then..laid out early in h;;\EExhafégld

followed consistently throughout the diﬁferént shifts and develop-

. month of hia thihkins. is to argue for the pervasive type of resébn:e

to pluralism which admits plurality in itslunderscanding of truth.

His constant goal haa been to‘ciarify a common frameﬁork of thinking

expressive of the deepeat currents of our heritage and present

situation, a framework which would make possible the survival of

multiple faiths in toleration, communication, and truth. Not only

haa this go;i been central to Jaspers' thinking, but that thinking
itself has alwa;s sought to be as comﬁrehenaive as possible - - in A%
the sense of comprehensively opeh to other faiths and ways of
thinking and, perhaps more significantly, in the sense of a systematic

or comprehensive effdrt to think cﬁrough his position from foundations

to implications. Thus a particular advantage of focusing on Jaspers'

discussion of pluralism and truth, and a particular merit of that
discussion, is its comprehensive character. Here is no merely
technical or academic discussion in the philosophy of vreligion,
but a discussion which is central to a comprehensively-thought

philosop‘hy.58

a philosophy which itself seeks to grapple comprehen-
sively with the central isaucs and ideas of our day.
While there are many today who would maintain that different

religions can be equally true because religious truth is unlike

acientific truth, because {t is a matter of "faith"™ and ita

SBJaapcra himself, apreeing with a critic, notes that
"in a certain scnse" hia philosophy "does not have a philosophy of
teligion,” but "ia {tself philosophy of religton,"” R, p. 778. ~
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articulations are “symbolic,” there are few who have argued that
poaition by a serious analysia of the logic of religious truth and

a ayat;matic grounding cf that iggic in fimm philosophical founda-
tiona. And there are fewer yet for whom that argument is part of

a serious, 1hesqnpab1y political engagement with the destiny of oﬁr‘
humanity in this age of crisis.59 Thia 1s not, of course, to say

. that Jaspera is unique nor even to claim that his analysis of roli—
gious pluralism is necessarily the best or the most profound. Yet

it at lecast lends plausibility to the claim that Jnspcfs"clarification
of the truth of faith could be of "pervasive consequence."ﬁo It is
this plausibilicy which will be evalaated in what follows.

There i3, however, one final note which should be included .
in this brief introduction to Jaspers' discussion of.religious
pluralism. In his intention to speak to and for a (the?) mainstream
of contcmporarv thinking, and in Ws cffort to prapple with the
deeper currents of our age, Jaspers comea to be representative not
~only of the good, but also.\iggyitably, of some of the central
pfobiéms and conflicts of this troubled age. Morecover, the-effort
to think comprehensively leads not to an aveldance or velling of
thoge préblems, but to ecven greater clarification. Satd another

way, Jaspers' thinking docs not avoid the difficultics nor does it

39The conflu;nce of concem’ about relipion, politics, and
a global “philosophical logic" developed gradually for Jaspera. Cf,
“the accounting in his own autobiographv- PA, pp. 53-81, and the
exeellent aceount in Nans Saner's brief biagr1phy Karl Jasvners
(Rednbek bedl Hamburg: Rowohlt, 1970), pp. 82-113.

OEhriteh, p. 10.
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ignofe the limitations of the present aituation of :houghé. Rache;_ .
it conacioualy re!ldc;u thasae difficultiga a3 well aa the ambiguities.
unreaoived quoationa, and.gnrknéaa which sometimes result when the

beat efforta of thought fall short before them. Thus it afmultancously

{and aelf-conscioﬁal&) argueyg for a particular ﬁnderstanding of

religioua pluralism and truth vhile taviting, even provoking, a -
. S } ) —
critical but‘communi;ative'resppnua to that underatanding.61
. - '
3. E | 7
. - Vs

To rcpont;‘thcn..;hat has been aald above- about the lihited.

specific goal of the present atudy - = {t {y to-ungnge in just auch

’

critical atrugple with Jasparﬂf thinking as a way of ﬂuscasing one

major and representative inutancq of the view that more thag:one .

religion can be true. Recause of~the dif(iculty of the 1saue and

the ¢omplexity of the thinker, it ahould not be surprising that a

- ..

mixed vordict ia réached, There 1u much in Jawpera' thought that
rocommends itaclf an adequate for underncun&ina relipious truth and
for coming to grips with the vealicy of rultgiouﬂ_plurulium. But

there are alaso inadequacicn in particularly crucial aspecta of his

analyais.  In sum, then, the thesis to be defonded maintalng a

tentatively nepgative anawer to the b&afc‘quention about the
poanibility of more than one ruligioﬁ‘ﬁcing true. At lcaﬁc in

torma of Janpera' cxpo&itidn. {t 13 argued that such a pouaibilicy

ol

,

“IPFR, p. 13, The whole of Philoséphical Fagth and .
f?ﬁﬂﬂiﬁlpﬂ tu- {ntended as pare of a dialopuae 05: to unhe Jnuﬁcru'
term, a "loving strupele” with the representat{ves of more
orthodox relipious solf-underntanding, /

I
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has nit’been'aaaquately eatablished.

When ‘seen primarily as an evaluation of Jaspers' though:.

{hia theais argues that he fails because of a deep ambiguity or
ténaio& ip his position - ~ insofar as‘key aspects of his analysis
betray or undercut.the explicit intention of his argument - - and
because his analysis of the”log;é of faith, deapite much thgt da

helpfdl. falla short of an adequate understanding of relipious

reality and truth, Yef hia failure is inatructive insofar as {t

-~

1llustratea the way in which certain widespread ways of thinking

about religion are not only problematic in themselves, but pervert

L

or derail much e¢lue that {s valuable in that same contemporary

-

appreciation of religion and religious pluralism: When uscen, then,

as a particular and limited effort to-deal with the question of

religious truth as 1t arisea in the contemporary aituation of "
?luralinm. this theats arpgues that the widely held vicw that more
than one relipion can be true has serious difficurt{eﬁ insofar as.
it in ckpluinug by the. type of thigging found in Jaupgfn. This view
i3 not Luthhlinﬁhd by that type of thidi;nn.

C e

Yetr it beara retiteration :hét this th;uiu ﬁertainly doen
not . provide any {inal resolution t& the general problem of pluralism
and truth. Nor does {t resolve the npcc%f;c logical {ssue which

la tta particular focus. .It arpues that a Enfti?ulnr way of under-
atanding religioun truth fa {nadequate, but there may yet be more

adequate underatandings of rvligiouh truth which do admit of

significunt pluralicy. Furthermore, thia thesits does not claim to

u
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offer a.complete analysis of Jaspers’ philosophy. It 1s not
'primarily an afgument about the full scope of hias idea of existential
truth nor an evaluation of his total thought nbouéﬁ?%ligiogkf -
aLthough'both topics figure heavily in the discussion. It {s, rather,
simply an attempt to get to the heart of Jaspers’ thinking about

religious pluralism in order to determine whether that thinking

provides a basis for affirming a possible plurality of true religions,

4,
There is, however, one more issue which must be at lcnsé
touched upon in this introductory chapter, an issue which is raised
by the intention to "get to the heart of Jaspera' thinking" on a
- particular issuec. The corpus of Jaspcrs' work 13, simply in terms
of size, g0 massive, with so many different texts and themes
bearing on the topic of religious truth, that any attempt at "getting
to the heart of the matter" would scem, at 1vnsé.at firat plance,

to raise methodological difficulties.62 Thoue difficulties, moreover,

-34=

62unile it 4a true that Philovophical Faith and Revelation
12 the one work where Jaspers recapitulates the ecssence ot his
thinkirfg about relipgious pluralism, that work ltaelf runa to nome
three-hundred and sixty closely printed pagey (almost five-hundred
and {1fty in the original German text) and {t cannat be read with-
out reference to the original texts of Phi}ouonh& (three volumes,
nine-hundred papes) and Von der NnhrhciEHTonchthounand—f1fty pares)
from which 1ts basic thinking {u drawn. In addition there are at
least twelve shorter books (as well as various enuays) parts
of which bear directly on the discussion of religion, and,
fiven the syutematic, interconnected characeer of Jaupoers' thinking,
an almost unlimited number of discussions throughout the entire
- corpus which bhear at least indirectly on the toplc pf relipious

truth and pluraltsm, - :




would secem to be aignificantly increased by particular aspects
of Jaspera' atyle which réfloct his own quite deliberate mathodology.

and which render attempts at neat summarization not only imposﬁible.

- " N .

but very wrong-headed. The following arc some examplea of that
style developed by Jaspera in his*search for an adequate form for
written philosophical communication.63.

= = Using a language which, in the worda of
his major translator, "fits the principle
of inconclusiveness,”" Jaspers stressaes
"primordial words" (such as "idea," “mind,"
"world," and "grouwnd") which are "incapable
of objective definition" and he laaves
almoat nothing unqualificd by "a stream of
maticulous and-yets, whereases, and on—thc-
other-hands,"04

- - HL doliberately avoids a rigid aer of
technical terma. In hiz own wordas: "I
take preat care to avold too much term-
inologpical precision, Clarity is attained
by the movement of thought not by the
definition of conceptu.'®?

\s

= « Clarity does not prucludc deliberate
ambipuity and unresolved (unrvesolvable)
dialectic where truth demands them.  Thun
Jaspersa' thinking continually moves acronu
the hyphen between both-and, ailmultancously
asaerting "ves" and "no" and refusing an
illusory finality or synthonin . b®.

63ph I pp. 33-34; II, pp. 100-103,

GQE. B. Ashton, "Tranalator's Note" to Philosophy,
Vol. I, pp. xiv. \
A
L
63Letter to Jean Wahl dated Nov. 8, 1949, cited in
Jean Wahl, La Penude de 1'Existence (Paria: Flacmarion, 1951),
pp. 286-287, n. L. :

66¢ ¢, PFR, pp. 112-115. Janpera npcaku of "building
- by tearing down what we have built." Ph I, p. xv,



- = Tho organization of hias works s
deaignedly fluid and open. It allows
for continual circling, a repotition

//44 or ra-introduction of themes and ideas
in different contexts and combinations.
There ia a porvasive unity, but it ia
not a typical becinning-middle-end,
neatly logical unity, It i{s more
like the movement of a river as it
twists and oven turna back upon itsalf,
Tecoives new {mpulses, now fast now
gentle, but_grows as a whole in depth
and power,®

= = While his thinking scoks to present
a comprechensive framework for con-
temporary thought and faith, and while
it is certainly ayatematic (thorough :
add interconnocted), it programmatically
rojecta tho posuibility of a rigid,
complete "Syatom."08 The parta of the
vhole, while in baaic harwony, are not
cogs which fit ncatly togethor. They
are, rather, cach by itaelf, roflections

-36=

67he metaphor 1a from Xavier Tilliette, Karl Jaspora:
Théorie do la V&ritd; Metaphvaique don Chiffren; Fol Philono-
phique (Pariu: Aubioer, 1YoUy, p. /. EBhrlich (p. 1) uurpesty ’
a more mechanical motaphor: "Wo meect more or lean roacurring
mothod: and methodologica,. concerns and concoptionn, diutinctiona
and synthcses which, functioning an sourcen of diaquiet much in
the manner of horologic balapcea, move and direct the structure."
Ono {s alwo reminded at timueil of Wittgenutedin's famous metaphor
about "crisg-crosaing in every dircction" over a wide ficld of
thought in the courae of his philonophical Journueyingn, Cf,
Philonophical Invesatipationn (Oxford: Bauil Blackwell, 1961),
p. vii.

68vaw, pp. 911-912; OMP, pp. 157-138, Janpers criticizen
what he recognizes to bo ono of tho best interprotationa of hin
thought, the work of Dufrenne and Ricoecur, for being "too clear,"
for "reducing hias work to a rigid {ramework." Cf. Janpora'
"Proface" to M. Dufrennc and P. Ricocur, Karl Janspern ot 1la
Philonophie¢™de 1'Exintence (Parin: Editions du Seuil, 19479,
P. 7. Ct. also the remark attributed to Jaspoars in Scebaastian
Samay, Reason Revinited: The Philonophy of Karl Jaupera (Dublin:
Cill and Maecmillun, 1Y71), P od7.
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on a particular lasue ov topic,
movementa of thought which attain
a relative completenean.®?d

There can bo, then, no adequate summary of Jaupers' thought70
becaunc, aa he inaiu:a repeatodly, living philosophy {m not a aet

of doctrinea, but a movement of thinking. Idcuu; thought atructuren,
and toachings are noceanary, "but the point of Qofagoncn lioa not

in the doctrine {taelf, but Iin the poanible goal of the motion."71

It {8 not, cannot bu a fixed or final aot ofldoctrinun bacauie the

L4

“poauidblo goal of the motion” ia, as wo ahall nce, ever-ungraapabla
tranacendence.  The ‘purpone of philoaophical communication, then,

ia the communication of a movoment of thinking, a communicatlion which
ia pounible only thwotfar an it enablen the rcndnr/gvarur to onter
Anto tho movement itaalf. In Jaupera' satriking motaphor, that
poraonal (Moxiutontial') participation {n l1ike "the bdeating ot the
other wing.without which tho contentn of tho text - - the beating

of the {irat wing - « cannot bring about the upnwing of fulfilled

i .
mcunlng."7* "Philonophical truth," (u other wordu, "can be

iqPA, p 39, What T\wpv'w nave hv‘u rviurdln} the {ndividual

.

70An i to truastrate thv dentre tor auch o summary, Jaapern
hau hinaell, cupecially on the occanton ol public lecturen, plven
several summaries' of htn thinking, cach ditterent from the othern
and cach {uvolving the atvllutic characterintica fust neoted, Ot
Philonophy ot Extatence (1937 lecturen): The Perennlal Scope ot
Philosophy (1947 lecturen): Way to Visdom le\U Lecturen) ; 1nd
Philosophy (s tor Hvervman (lqha lvcturvn)

ey T, po 180 COL T, po Mo "I anvthing has been
accomplished tn this Philoxophy Lt {n not an expowdable doctrine,
but a movement ol thnuvht. e« movement to be entered into {1t
one 1u to underatand Lta meaning.”

PRI, p 6.
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comwunicatoed ohly in indirect thought-movementa and cannot adoequately
be captured in any propoki:ion."73 It ia the purpoas of Jaapara'
styliatic or mothodological puculiuriticn to offoct auch {ndirect
communication, to atimulate or involve that movement of thinking
evon as thoy fruutruto.tho ovor=proaent deaire fbr a fixed, nocurs
ayatom or doctrine by leaving the contents of thought aver "in
sunponaion” (§gﬁgghgnﬁ).7a )

Thus while there muat be fidelity to Jaupora' toxt, a
aimplo mater{al roproduction or attemptod summary of the text will
not “go to the hoart”™ of hias thinking. If more than auch oxternal
reproduction i{n neconnary for the intorpretation of any thinker
of atature, it {n doubl; noconnary for nomeone (like Jaspers) who
progrummuticnllyi%r mothodically ddatinpuishon the conceptual

apparatun from the intended movement of thounht.75 The altemativa

to mornly external roproduction is tha effort to think into and

-with (an well an againat) Janpers on a noelocted numbor of thomoa

related to the central topic under lhvunttuntinn.\’ip/Curmu of wnuch

{ntarpretative thinking there are, an Jamoes Collinns notoen, “several

||7f\

hiphways luudlnu.to tha hoart ol Karl Jdnpuru' thought, The path

or outline ot toples chonen hore to olucldate Janpersn' thinking

———— e edm Tl sy = - e - —— —— A mm ——— e - w a

[ .

7'Hhrlich (pe 22) refors to Jaupern' utyle an "taovocatory"
thinking while Till{etee (p. 41) upeakn of ﬂ!g methode incantatotlre
de Janpora,” :

75 '
Cl. Dernard Welte, La Fol Mhilosophique chez Janpern et

Eﬂ{n{lﬂymgu[5Uﬁﬂu}n_(Dvncluu de lrouwer, 1958), bp. 19-20, =17,

761 amen Collina, '"Janpern on Science and Mhilosophy" in
Sehilpp, p. 115, b

°
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abaut rolig;oul pluraliam 1l.not found as auch in any of &aapera'
worka.w It ?oea not attempt to cover in dotail all of the th?mou
relovant tq;Juapera‘ thought about relipioua truth, nor does it
attompt tofaurvoy all of the texts relevant to the themea covered.
Rathor by focuning on a dorien of koy topica, uaing aselected taxtl;
it attumptn a acrioa of probea, mc to apeak, each ndding to a
‘growing "!unl" for the hn;rc or nerve of Jaapara approach to the
quoation o! pluralism and truth.77 In the end, of courne, the
emphania will shift from thinking 1n§o and with to thinking
againat Jasparu in the offort to evalﬁate hia contribution. ¥ut
that, too, 4k easential it one'u own method {a to remain faithful
to the pirit and mothod of Jaapera' thinking.

|

Tho uerien of topica chonen as a path {into the hoeart of
. -R

Jaapera' thinking about relipgtous plurallum and tpﬁth can bo liated

&

;
/

hore, thcn..by wuf of conclusion to this introductory chaptur and

as an outline of tho movement of thought throuﬁh aucconding chaptoers,
Chapter TT dutalls Janpern' own und _u‘_r.rl_r_nn.u ling of _tha problem -0 £
pPluralism and cfuth by oxamining hia analyutls éf the criutln of our-
age and the now world hortzon of convarpoence, Dincunnion focunen not
only upon the problom an {t cmnrguﬁ n this nituation, but aluo upon

what Jaspers ropards as tho new conditionn poverning thoupht about

the problem which have bocome normative for thina nlituation, In

&

— - r—

_ 77“uch intvrprutntinn {navitably involves a trannformation
of the oriptnal into one'sn own thinktng and the risk that what
rerultn s more {nterpretation than Janpern., The risk is unavotid-
able. Cf, Weltoe, p. 16,

w—
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Chapter III Jaiparl' foundational thinking (Grundgedanke) about

~ and within those governing conditions is presecnted as the basis
for all of hia thinking about faith and truth. Thia foundation
ia iélplt a transcending thinking which culwminates in the
possibility of faith, tho posmsible (oxistontial) affirmation

of transcendence, and thua the firat clarification of the notien
- of exiatential truth, Chapter IV then examinea in greator datail
aspocta of Jaapora' thought (on hiatoricity, communication, and
ciphera) which clarify the relevance of this underatanding of

exiatential truth to the concreto particularity and plurality

of religious truth, Finally in Chaptor V the udaqpacv of Jaapaera'

underatanding of truth as a basis for the poaaidle affirmation of

a plurality of truo roligiona is evaluated,

=40=
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THE CRISIS OF OUR AGE AND
THE PROBLEM OF RELIGIOUS PLURALISM AND  TRUTH

-

During the last few centuries . . ., a
single phenomenon that is intrinaically
new in all respocts haa made ita
appearance: acience with ita consequencos
in technology. It haa revolutionized the
world inwardly and outwardly aas no other
evont since the dawn of recorded hiatory.
It has brought with it unprecedented
] opportunitiea and hazarda. The techno-

. logical age, in which we have been -
1iving for a bare century and a half,
has only achieved full dominion during
the last fow decadea; thia dominion
1a now being intenaifiod to a degree
whoso limits cannot be foreamecn, We.
.are, as yot, only partially aware of
the prodigioua conaequencea. New
foundationa for the whole of exilatence
have now been ineacapably laid,?!

The problem of religious pluralism and truth-which was
outlined {n the preceding chapter must now he aurvuyod again,
thia time {n terms of the dotails of Jaspera' particular way
of conceiving the problem. To put the matter uiﬁply; if juupara'
propoued resolution of the problem is to ba underatood and
evaluated, there muat firat be clarity about what, apecifically,
he understands’ the problem to be. MNHin nhnlyain of the problenm, .
woreover, 1la iteelf a not unimportant part of the contrihution-

which he wmakes toward théught about the queation of religiocus

o, p. 61,

( -41-



pluralism. The pri;:;;‘ﬁurﬁOIe of tho prosent chapter, then,
shall be to presont and diacuas Jaapera' undnritunding of the
problem of plurdliam and truth. Secondarily, of courae, thia
prosontation will aerve as an tntroduct{on to aome otltha koy
thomos which recur in Jaspora' thinking and to aome cricical
queations whigh muat be poased concerning that thinking.

Aftor (1) some introductory reflections on the setting
of Jaapors' analysis of the problem, the chaptar uillfqpncbntrnéo
on (2) Jaapera' analyuis of the criaia of our age and (3) the
aignificance of that analyais for the problem of religious
pluraliam. The chapter wil; clou; with (4) aome brief critical
Queationa. i

-

1.

~
»

The full scope and poignancy of Jaapers' conccptuali:ntig&
of tho probluml}a to bo found not so much fn hin "aystematic"” worka
;a in his writinps on hiutory:- - those writinpgs which in a variety
of waya are an attempt to underatand the unique and critical
character of the present ape {n world—htntory.2 For Jauperan neces
the problom of pluralism and truth not an acme 1uolﬂ£ud puz=le,
but as one part of what can be called "the crista of our age." It

ia only within this general erintn that the problem of teligioun

f

Thcrc are two major writinpgn, Die retutiee Sttuntion
dex Zete (1931, Paplish trana, Man tn the Modern A"t‘) and Vom

) ——————

anprung und Jijé_}@_r Cvnch!uhtu \l‘hvl Lupliiah lr\na. ]jgl

Urtshk;@p Goal ot Q};torv}. alunh wizh various cadsays and
acctions in other workas,

/
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pluraliam arisea in its modern form, and‘thul‘tho full extent '
of Jalperl'lundoratnnding of the problem of relipgioua truth can
beat be grasped within tho framework of hia analyais of tﬁe more
gonaral efiuin. In fact, as one communtator.haa uatly obaerved,
Jaspors' smenaitive attention to the radical nerlty of the present
age ta "the vital aoul, the oxp11c£: praauppoaicign'. « .+ upon
which the gréat arch of hia philosophy ia conatruc:tad.“3 Thu; it
is not simply uuagui or helpful to bepin a diaguaaion of Jaapors’
philcaophy of religion in terma of his historical analyais of the
preaent criasia; it {a a necvasary atarting ﬁoin:. In- the worda
of Hannah Arendt, one\of Jaspera' mout diatinguished pupils, "{it
is againat thia background of political and apiritual realitios
of which Jaspors ia WOTE Aware than probably any other philonbpher
of our timo, that'onc munt underatand . « « the presuppositions of
his philouophy."é

A brief clarification’ of this nc;auuity may be uaeful,
both to avoid misunderatanding and to provide a contc;t for dincunﬁion'
of Janpora' writinpgs on the present age. The nccuaﬂlf; of thia
starting point does not dortve from the himtoriclat clichd that a
thinker can bo underatood only in the lipght of hia times. Nor does
1t darive dimpl§ from the fact, true in {tuolf, that an understanding

of the hiatorical situation which occanfoned and shaped a man'a

ITi1ltotee, p. 6L,

“Nannah Arendt, "Karl Jaspera: Cltizen of the World" in
Schilpp, p. 541, Fmphasts added.
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thinking frequently providop-n reliable path toward an adoduato
Anterpretation of that :hinzzqg.' Rather, Jaspera' thought on the
problem of relikiou. truth must be meen in-terma of hia understanding
of the present age because the former grows out of and‘ia inseparably
related to the latter. Put in general terms, fgq Jaapera wﬁat might
bo called the “ﬁhiloaophical" is inseparable from the "historical"
or tha "political." Since he firat published his three volume

Philosophie aimultaneoualy with Die geiatipe Situation der Zait,

hia writings have alwaya been concermeod both with the tochnical
matters and perennial queationa of phileascphy and wiq? the social,
cultural, and intellectyal realities of the preaent age. As.noted
in the preceding chapter, hia attempt haa continually béen to
think perennial issues within the ugiqun-reality of ;he preaent.s
Failure to take cognizance of the shock of eventa and the
deep challenges to thbugﬁ:ﬁrhich the real hiatory of ‘our ara forces
upon ua is precimely what renders much merely academic philosophy
.exia:cntiaily irrelevant — — juat so much acholarly trivia or
lofty, but empty theory. In contraac‘tb such philoaophy, Jaupnéa
-.aought to return to a more claasaical senae of theory which |
refuaca the d;atinction of theory and politica, which aces the
political as a matter "of central aignificance” for philosophical

thinking.6

5Cf.. for example, thu opening parnnrnpha of hia masaive
theoretical work Von der Wahrheit, pp. 1-2

bpa, p. 70.
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Such thinking alwaya "atartas with our aituation"’ - -
not c¢nly with gonera1=conaidorntion of the aituatednesa of all
thought, but with apecific conaidoration of the realfties of

thia concrete aituation.

r
We muat remain aware of our apoch
and our situation. A modem philosophy
canno¥dovelop without elucidating 1ita
roota~in time and in a particular place,B

Yot such thinking is not "timely" or "exiatentially relevant"
as a superficial reflection of the age, an identification of

philosophy and histofy, of Geist and Zeitpeiat. In terms of

auch faddish exi{stentialiam parading ita relevance aa
significant thought, Jaspera' philosophy has alﬁaya been
"untimely - - untimely from the start, untimely in principle"

because ita goal ia "to bring to mind what has an ultimately

timelesa meaning."g

Even though we are subject to the
conditiona of our epoch, it i1 not
from thoue conditions that we draw
our philesophy . . . . We muuat not
adjust our potentialicies to the low
level of our age, not subordinato
ouraclves to our epoch, but attempt,
by clucidatine the age, to arrive

at the point where we can llivae out

Ph 1, pp. 43-45.

. &ﬂJ. p. 108, Jaapera arpuca this point at lenerth and
with detoiled retorence to the predent situation of the West in
Reason and Fxistenz, eapeefally Chapter T ("The Oripin of the
"‘Contemporary Philonophical Situation") and Chapter V «{"Ponuibili-
tica for Contemporary Mhilosophizing").

'hoY, pp. 11412, cf. RE, p. 152, n. 1. .

A
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of our primal source,10 '
Thus Jnn?erl' po-ition chay ctoriltfcqlly mediates between tvo
exty 1 the hiucgffzz::'::un:1ficntion of philoaophy and
hilt:::s&nd‘tho clai; to timeleass truth by-thOIa'ncholantic mcén-

physiciana for whom history is cmsentially irrolevpnt.ll Both the

-~

roality And 11mit1ng conditiona of the prement, which muuat be

taken acrioualy 1f thought ies to be aignificant and reaponaible,

and thu ‘goal of thinking the eternally true within thosae 11m£t1ng

conditionu are-eeunential characteriatics of philosophical thinking.
| In this sense the tauk of philouophy is alwaya. a hermeneutic one.

It ia the task of re- appropriating past traditions of thought in

terma of present realities, yet alwn&u tn an effort to attain

" the never finally graapable eternal source and goal of all hisatory

and thought.l2
v e

-46-"

loww. r. 108, Rmphuniu'ndduh. Hare i the full meaning
of the point made in the preceding chapter that Jaupers' thought

. 'neeks to he typleal of our apge "in the best senses™ :

- e
llAu the formulations ctted above ind{cate, this mediation
conalaty of an endlonuly dialectical movement hatween” the extremes,
and not {n womv_supponed ("Hepelian") synthesis., The latter, as
Hogel know, would only be ponnible at the end of hWistory - - an
end which Jaspers clearly doos not claim. RE, p, 48,

(i:\ 1‘RE.-pp. 135—137. Jaupers' understanding of the

hiagforicity of thought and truth will be developed in detafl in
Chapwsr IV, yot oven in the present brief dincuasion there is a
clear indication of ths way in which Jaspers thinks within modern
historical coneciounness.in recognizing relattvity (and thus
plurality) while still affirming truth., The.extremes which he
rejcects, on the other hand, would, cach in its own way, diamnolve
the problem of plurality and truth - - the historicist claim -
by recognizing plurality but negating truth, the muLuphyuicnl
claim by affirming one truth and denying plurality.

*
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'Such_éediation is, Jaspars would argue, 1gpera:1ve today’

becauaé of the criﬁicnl‘chgtactcr ﬁf the preaent qituatioh. On

the one hand, the very tumult and confusion of the preasent make

it tempting for thougﬁt.:o seek sccure refuge in fecourse'to time~- ..
- leas truths or the mechaqi;ni fnpccition of past verities. Op',

the other hand;'the radical break with the past f“the moat Erofound

caecaura in hiastory to date"'3) which ta at khe root of such confuaion

makes it equally :empt}ng to rejoct the past entirc;y in the name

of a thinking more relevant {and trpe5 to a totally new era 1nA ‘ -
human hiatpry. For ﬁasper;. howe;er. it ia cfucinl chnt'bﬁth‘ -

'témptationu bhe resisted. The entire effort of hia thought, and
- especlally his extensive studies in the history of phildaophy.l4

can be underatood as a passionate effort to make ponuiﬁie a - . b
re—appropriation of the great heritage of humgn thought and
bolief within the radically new coqﬁifionu of the present., He

had nothing but uéorn for those deluded romantics who believe

~

——

.13EH. pp. 35-36, — s ) ‘ h ]

Yighe two published volumus on The Great Philonophuers
a8 well as individual studies and numerous articles on other thinkers
are only a part of a projected, but never completed, “world history
of philosophy" which was to encompass the thought of both East and _
Weat and to contribute, thereby, to the foundationw of thq¢
coming era of plobal history. Cf, Hans Saner's report “Zu Karl
Jaspers Nachlass' in Saner, ed., Karl Jaspers in Der Discusuion
(Munich: R. Piper and Co., Verlag, 1979, pp. 455-459, on tha
gcope and complexity of this project which occupled . Jaspers for
about twenty-five years and which covers more than twenty-two
thousand pages (1) of notes and manuscripts in his literary
cutate. g '
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that humanity can arise anew only when the rubble of the past had -

been awept 9way.15

"The 1idea qf progreas’ waa, aa Colo Mann notea, -
"foreign to him."16 Yot the criats of the preaent age is real .

ﬁnd radical. The need to re-appropriate the past arisca from the
chnngedlaituation; the difficulty of the ;aak from the radical
character of that changg. "The old uo;l& ia loat for pood: we

muat try to cling to memoriés acroaa gechaam,"17 _"Ic 1s impoasible
to return to a fancied past and to withdraw from the fundamental

"nl8

conditions of the age. Serious thought cannot cacape, but muat

-

come to grips with those new conditions.

]

| R
For Jaspers, then, the crisis of our age is'the inescapable
context for thought about religious trﬁfh. Yet thin cpinis‘itﬂclf
{8 no aimple, qnivocgl thing which can be neatly deseribed and
clcnrlf underntood. In faect we cannot undcrutqnd the erisis as a
whole, Qith "selentific" clarity, bacause of itu complexity, but
even more boecause 1t -ia ggg crisis ~« - both as a uitun?lon within

which we utand (and not something we can contemplate from the

outaide or after ity completion) nnd.‘GVcn more significantly, an

Leg, oan, p. 293,

. 160010 Mann, "Freedom and The Social Sciences" in -
Schilpp, p. 559,

« YT, p. 61,

18Hann,.p. 557,
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a.criaiy of our gelf-uﬁduratnhding (a loar of familiar aignpoata,

4

an unchnttcd.éourac).lg We can and muat, however, take our bonﬁ}nnu

in the light both of ﬁha: can be known with cogent clarity dnd of

. )
what can be intimatod from the deepasnt aocurces of our humanfty.‘o

In some senads, of couras, many porioda of hiatory can

be regarded as critical turning pointh. poriods of darkneas in

the dissclution of one culture and the atruggle for the omergence

of something new., There ia, moreover, a porennial temptation to

>,

regard one's own time as the crucial point in hiatory. TFor
Jaspera, howaver, the preaent age dooa conatitute a unique
dividing line, a radical uphpaval and a revolutionary turning

point in human history as a whole ~ - "the mout profound caesura

-

in human hiutory'to date.” It fa a poriod unparalleled in human
LI

memory, an VAge of Technolopy"” which might be comparad only with
that hypothetical "Promethean Age'. when the di?CGVury of the tool
aét in motion the millennia-long procans whereby the foundationn
of the érndt ancient civilizationn and of (recorded) hintory were

, .
latd.?l 1t tu, morcover, the end of such history an tho separate

of globnl or world hiatory in the "sinple unit of communications™

D ——

lgFor Janpern' ntricturen agatnut such total knowledpe,
stricturca which apply equally to hin own analyain, cof., MMA,
pp. 26-30 and OGH, pp, 267-268, _ :

n -

”OWhat follows {u not an attempt to touch on all anpectn -
of Jaupera' analynis of the present age, but to elucidate the center
of that analysains particularly as {1t bearn upon the quesntion of
relififous truth and pluralism.

hal
“loci, pp. 81, 97; 4, pp. 22-23; PER, p. 29.

[ PR
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constituted by modorn tochnology.22 ' _ '

The present ago in ﬁoat ovidently a "crisis" in the
populnf connotption of tho word. It im a break, a moparation,
and thua an ond and a loan. Janpera doscriben the broak as
"moqatrOua"_'nnd as "dinantrous” in {tn firnt offocta.-3 "It
in n'poriod of catantrophic descent to pévnrty of apirit, of
humanity, love and creative vnerpy . . . as 1f the apirict {tnelf

has been sutked into tho tochnological procoss,"24

Men have loat
thoiéxbnutlngn. The spread of induqtrinl tochnolégy; the ;dycnt
of tho world-wido.fdctory tranaforming all of nociety and humanity

-333515..hnn “"doprivod man of all rootn, Ho {z bocoming a dwoller

ﬂ o ' -
n23 Mo ntdl) 1{von among utape propa lott

on carth with no homo.
from other timen, but they have ceaned to not the ntage for hin
1{f0."26 The nupponed liboration from old noodn nﬁd rocoivoed
atructuren han ;rovvn loun a liberation tﬁnn a levelling, reduction,
and lonu, Jﬁnpﬂru nummarizon tﬁﬁu £ﬁtt1ul. dontructive anpoct

of the preuent criuln by noting twn‘int;rrulu(vd factn: 1) the

omorpence of the mannon from thoe destruction of commmitlen and

peoplen, and ) the diunolutlon of traditlonn (n the "melt lng pot

e ——— - —— o —— e e A i b e m AeE A i mmemEm e e n W W em——

2ocu, p. 24

“doan, pp. 125, 94,

“4oa, pp. 96-97,

255c”. pp. 98-99, Cf. pp. 111, 122-123; TER, p. 4,

2¢ )

T, p. 66,
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of nihilinm."‘7 Thun, {ronically, there harn boon a terrible
. . . ]
"loaws of reality 1in an age of apparontly hofphtencd roallnm."ﬁa

Yot the crinin {a a tumning point - - not nimply a

tuming from, but alse a turning to. tht in to come l& not clearx.-

It cannot bo cloar nince it {»n not somothing determined by tho
'"forCnu of hintory" or the "cunnting. ot ru;non.”,hut a mattor of
freoodom and doutin&. It tu clear, lhowever, thnf humanity ntandn
at a crounéoudn of torrible alguiticance, and certaln aspectn of
that crosnroadn are vinible, IE ftn.above all a croanroads haetore
which huménity an n_whole stands,  Yor with the univeraal mproad
of nctunén and tnéhublony - = the lavaelling of local and r;nlnnul
dtftoroncen, tho forced unificdtion of the world through veonomlc
rolatlonn, communlcatloun, and the technoelopy of total wayr -~ -
comens tho emoerpence of a world sftuatton lor thn tirat tlme (o
human hintory,  Uxpliclt and compelling couverpence han rvbluvvd
the tnolatlon and merely relattive orp 1mvlicit undtleationn ot
provious history, Tt vow conditionn all thouphl and avrlun:
"Tpdnv. Loy the irat time, there (s oo veal undty o mank (nd
which connlnta o the tact thaf nothlupy eanent ia} Can happen

4

'y
anvwhers that doen not conceorn atl, ™ The radleal hreak with

the pant tn vot, thoen, Junt a "decline of ghe Went" 1t tn g

world-wide phenomenon,  The Veat, no to npeak, not only united

-

STEen, pp. 127-10, 206,

bt ]
.

)
TOCH, p. 109, G pp. 100210,

-5]-



the world by exportinp tts technology, but nimultanuodﬁly
“exported to the four corners of the earth its process of
1Y ~ .

dillntonrntlon."JO Yot the crinia, which {n the Wawt doveloped

gradually é;or c;hturtun and ffnm within tho matrix of Weatorn
thought and bholiet, broke in the non-Weatern world with sudden

fury as an attack from without at thé deopont foundationm of &
the fabric of 1life und.tﬁouuht. And thin fact ham only intennifiad
the radically critical character ot the prasent crouurnndu.nl

"The whole of mankind , . . all the old cultures have heen drawn
tnto thin one common mtream of destructton or renewal " Yor
that, In wssence, i thoe crosnvoads - - doutructtgn or renowal;

the loeps of humanity {tnelf as we know tt {0 the reduction of

-

exiatence to a totalitartan life-order (o "untversal and homo-
peneoun ntate') or the ponptblo amorpence ot the substance of our
, ; 11
humantty {n new forms adoquate to the new condit lons of extutence,
Japors' understindtng of this crossvoads ta nowhete more

fully developed than tn the context of the "schoma of world

-

Wintory" which tntepraton hite phlluﬂuphy [134 htulurv.qé A he,

e R F et o mtm e e v P et ktm T R Emm = A el rmemon cmer- My m e rmas = m = = e oy m e M e meet et

jnArvhdl. P A0,

M
PR, pp. 30-02,

3" .
. OCH, pe 1M CE, 0N, pL 10,

HEOCH. pp. VAL-228, eap, pp. 2TA-210 PIR, pp. 286-120,
Thiu tu the theme of the alroady-cltad and tnctsive article by
annah Arendt (In Scehtlpp, pp. %90-539) . CF, aluo Mirpen Haborman,
"Dle Contalton Dor Uahrheft" in Saner, ed,, Xarl Jpupors tn_der
Dincanntion, pp, 109-14,

A }
oen, pPannln g cfy aap, pp, 2«26, 71=07; and WH, pp. 206-104,



himaelf mtromacs, thoughta about the proaent ape “acquire thetr
;full woight a; elements of a total concaption-hf hintory."35
Such a "total conception" cannot, an already noted, attain the
statua of compellinp knowledge. It is vathor a sketch, based
upﬁn the moat extennive factual kanluduu. which sooks oriuntntiﬁn
in history toward the wholu, the origin and poal, the unity and
moaning of history, and thus ulucidatuu.thu danpgers aind poasibill-
tion of the prosent, b Jaunpersa' achema in ituu}f. than, a
product or'mnnifuntut!on.of the present crinsin, ho;h'inuofar uH,
1t represents an attampt to_tuku baaringa within the darkneas and
confunion of the ape and inuofar an {t nttumpta to presoent a
viaton of history adequate noé only for the Nest, but for all of
muuktnd in th§ coming plohal uru.37

The firut and burhnp; mont nipniflcant tank of the
uchama, ;hun. {u the determinatlon of an axis of hlatory wﬁlch
iy rrulyZHHIVuruul . - "u‘fuct capabla of hoinp accapted au nmuch
by wll mon™ wnd thur capablo of providing a rﬁmmnu huals for g

i1}

COMMON Or converpont future., Tha Chrdut i axin whiteh has

dominated Weutern undorstandtng of Wistory g uot adequatae, tor

Bew, p, 28,

Jﬁcf. O, pp. xtit-xvt, 267-261,
u37!r aluo 1untratens tn a purttculufly forcoful way

the extont to whiteh Janpers htmnolf alures (o that crittical/
hintorteal (WMo erftten would nav Mstorsaist) conne tousness )
which fu wo plvotal or crucial to the tnner core ot the eriundne,

Moat, p. 1.

33~
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*"tho Christian faith im only one faith, not the fatth of mankind,">?

3

Nor can the axis be toundad on any other particular falth if ic

s to provide a common baaia for the future communicu:ion of a

40

plurality of fattha. It ia to bhe found, rather, in tha umpiricul

facta of hiatory ams much, “around 500 B.C,, in the apiritual procauu
which eccurred between 800 and 200 B.C."*! This "Axtal Period"
(Achaenzeit) and with tt the 1dea of a unity to world history i
slearly viaible to us because we stand outside of the hiustory

which flows from {t, We atand, in othoer words, within the second

great turning point avound which Jaspavrs' achema is built - -
r,

" the radical turning which ts the criuin of our age and which we

cannot know‘fully bacause we are atill within {t. VYor Jaapars,

]

then, the schoma of "the history of mankind visible to us" has

- 1

two foci:

The firat led from the Promethean Age via

the anclent civilizatifons to the Axial Tariod
and Lts conwequencoes, The wecond started
with tho uciunttﬁlc-tuchuuluulcul. the new
Iromathuan Agu, -

Yoen, p. 1.

407y will ba evident that Jaspers' concoption of a
untversal axls contatns alroady {n germ the vhiole of Wis thinking
on reliptonn plaraltum, Tt ta a tribure to the powsr €or noduct fve-
nenn?) of hin viston that {t has bhecons commonplacae 1o, much
contemporary thought and parttcularly tn thought about the quest fon
of reliptous pluraltum, Cf,, for tnatanca, Hick, God and_tha
Iivarna ot Vnirhh. pp. 134 uu. and Dunne, pp, 136-137,

“ocu, p. 1.

“2och, p. 25,
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All that ts commonly refarred to as "pru-hiutﬁry“ and
“"hiatory” (prior to "world hiatory") ta encompasssd by that firat
focal potn:: laaalng to u;d flowing from the poak of the Axial
Pariod, The long, shadowy development of pre-hiastory (the hypo-
thotical Promatheoan Age) and the early utages of recorded hintory - -
or tho weparate historios of the three great conters of culfurc
in what we now call China, Indta, and Furope topether witﬁ tha
Noar Orient - - led to the platoau of the great anclent civiliza-
tionu. Thome {n turn euntablishad the pre~conditions {n economic,
pdliticul. intelloctual, and rolf{ptous 1{fu for the Axial Teriod,

In fact {t (v pracinely tn ig;tr broakdown, {n the chaos of
{nvauions and the lonp tnatuhillty of transitions that thore

occurs, simultanvounly yeb scparatoely within the rhrnu_uruuf
cultural aphuros, a brief womout, no to upeak, of carth-shaling
lucldity which transtorma thy uhlr!tpul cnnﬁclnunnuuu of humnuity.aj
It {u o hruuﬁthruuuh-whlrh v thit conunclounnans a4 form and

shape which han stnce hoen normattve for all of human hintory,
tndoad for the very tdea of humantty,  And {t s Lhtu spivitual

e e e e e e e e e e

“1Th1u ty not to nay that thone who wend before, or who
ive oututde the ncape of thia breakthrourh fn the thieo npheros
Tare sonmehow oxeluded trom truth., Yor Janvers tha nubstance and

~fruth of human extntence can bo attatned and 1ived (0 the most

diverae torms, however 'primtttve’ {prior to or outstde the

axls of htatory) or "secular" (Gubsequont te o lony of the axial
huriﬂunu). It ta to nay, howavar, that the awarenesn and
exprosnion plven to that subutance tn the "three preat cultural
spheren’ durfng the Axial Porfod has fn fact been decisive for
the coufne gt human htutory and tu cructal tor the prenent
Laltuat Yoy ’

-

g
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normativenocss which onablea Jaapara to find the axias of hiatory

in the tranmsitional period, from 800 to 200 B.C,, hetwoon two '
44 . g

great apos of ompire.
In more concrote cormu.‘Jhuperu doucrlsuu the Axial
Poriod as a concentration of "tho mont extraordinary eventa':

Confuciun and Lao-twe wore living in China,

all the scheols of Chinesa philoswophy came

into being . . « Inila produced the Upani=-
shads and Buddha and, like China, ran the whole
gamut of philomophical pousibilities . , .

in Iran Zarathusmtra taught . . . in Palescine
the prophots made tholr appoarance, from

Elijah by way of Isaiah to Jaeremiah to ™~
Doutoro-Iuaiuh, Creoece witneuuwod the appuearance o
of llomur, of the philosophers - - Parmenides

Heraclitus and Mlato - = of the tragodians, 5

Yot aside froﬁ such reference to {udividuanle and tha avents *

or writings which axpromsod thelr extutence and thought, Jaspors’
dincusyion of the common element, the contont of the Axtal Pertod - -
what tt s that waken it an axis for history - - {a vague, mora
uquutivu than desceriptive, and deltborately no,  For "the break-

through” wan always local hreakthroughs occurring neparately and
* o~ » N

——— - Lo m——— =t ——

. “&Thu fdea that tuntpht or truth (s touched {n rituat fong
of erdnfu, at thy Hmits or boundarics when a1l securition have
tallen away, (o central to Janpers! understandd™p of oxtntent {al
truth, Cf, OGH, p, 247, '

ﬁhﬂCH. e 2. By a atmtlar, yet more tolouwcopic :
delineation of the Axtal Terfod {(one which tneludens the oripin
of the Chriatfan vra as 1w extenston of Jewtnl prophacy), Janporn
points to thouwe “paradigmagic {ndividuala' whe emerped to exprons
what s bauwlc and uittoate ™ human extstence and who stand,
cach uniqualy different, at the very hoart of thelr renpective
traditions: focrates, Buddha, Confucius, and Jewus., Cf, CP:F,
Part I,

s



uniquoly in‘cach of chn throe great aphores of the human lpifit:
More than that, hoﬁévur. it was {n each case momothing which.
proc!u;ly au'al“brnnkchroduﬁ" {n awaroneas - - as a "tranacending”
awarenona of the origin and ground, and thereuby of thﬁ limita of
human uxiatuncé’-.- procluded universal and dogmatic expreaaion.
Thua even if today, on the other side of the chawm and faced Qithr
poasible convarnonc;. wa gense hihtg and guosaes of a common
content, the exprondihla contents of the axial heritage nonatheleas
remain clearly distinct and oftun in oppouition.66

For Jnépuru. then, what amﬁrgua in tﬁu chaos and uphenval
of tranaition is an awakening in which ;hu mythic and hitherto -
unreflected subntance of human{ty {a tranaformed by lucid
condclounnasn of ovipin and uround.“7 It {s a transformation
exprennad {n the preat world philouophlua and raligions which
emerpe at this time, Common to all fu a Qondur and openness and
quent toning which plunpes to tho saurce or (to uhlft the imapo)
seeks (Fanscending comprehenstion of the whole, Common to all {w
a purfty of pansfon and reason wroantling with the fundamantal
huaman uithutlnn, And common to all (Lo uue Jnupurﬁ*,;nut_
charactoriatic term) tn faith, Yot thiu-uuukhnlnu. transforming,

tranucending fafth in not one but many, In fttmelt Inexpressibla,

{
'ﬁAu Johin HHchns noten, 1t {n sbove all at the level of

"dtffervences tn the key or revelatory experfences that untty a
ntream of roliptous exportence ar thought” that "the larpest
dtfttenlty o the way of T pdows apgreement ™ La tound,
Mhittotuophy of Relipton, pp, 107104, .

A708, 0cl, pp. 26, Sh=57.

¥



’

=58~ .
it bocomes tho concrote faiths which give form and shape to *
subsequent (and noﬁaretc) hiatoriea.8 ‘ _
The‘hihcoriaa'which flow ffom tho-Ax131 Periﬁd. hiscoriea

-

¢onditionad by the consolidation of new empiruh and the apread of

-

!aitht. are histories of rumurkable-dinnnic unitios - - the great
trudicio;a tn their continual flux of acugnacion'and.ranawal.
‘Thei have endured until the present as the great.matricea of
 human l{fe. Yot it is prcciénly thair authority and thua their _
aﬁility-co sustain humanity which ia today everywhere tn decline,
For dhring the cou;ug of ﬁuutnrn hiastory, frofi.roots peculiar to
the Weat, conditiofs vare graﬂually evtablished for thq amdfﬁuncu

of something ;ritically new, for that crisis which conusitutea tha

aecond tufntnn point in Juspers' uchumgghf world ‘hiuto':'y."'9

'ﬂThn tantnlihing vaguenead or ambipulty of .thin diucuuuinn
-of the content of the axial broakehroupgh ts Jaspers' own and {t in, "
as noted above, deltbharacié, On the one hand the very idea of a
ainple axis, and continuul une of words 1ike "brexkthrouph,"

"luctd awareness,' and "tatth” all surpest an ascertainable common
cantant, - Yut this Janpoers denles oven thouph he ta aware that

talk of an "fnexprespthle unity” s lapgfcally contradictory. On

the other hand he clearly wants to supgedt something far more ) :7
profound than a meraly formal similarity of efrtain acctdontally —
simultancous tranuitlons fn major world culturen., Such would not
constituto on axla Tor world history and o common baniu for

future cormunfcation. The difftculty here, of course, {n the
contral difftcultv tn the question of reltiplous plurallum and’

truth.

&grt waK alruddv nntud but deserves relteration, that
this two "turning pofnta’ are not parallel,  The prouwent ta no
‘new Axtal Parfod. It seems, rathor, almost a reversal of tho
Axial Pertod, Tta vouph parallel (s the hypothetical Promethean
Age and thus 1t admits the possibility of a furure or second
Axial Pertad (Just as Lt admits the pountbility of a4 total
nipht of wthilium or some transf{ormesd reappropriation of the
firuc axial huritasc) OCH, p. 25,
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The Bpecific origina of the present criasia are manifold
and finally, as with all real novelty. enigmatic. ~Jaapoera :éncua
“tes rootu—in.Woatnrn'rolinion. Groek rutionility. and a rﬁutlaaa
' dynnmiém wﬁ;ch has charactorized Wcatern.hiatory (in éontruat with
'tﬁe rélativa stability and unhia;oric character of tho Eaat) .30
Ita mofﬁ p;oximaca origina, however, are to be found in thonmo
eventa beginning in the late Middle Agea and continuing, an if
1n.n soriea of ‘wavea, "a flood' that has repeatadly risen and
‘throntnﬁad to ovcfwhelm uy " until the nineteenth cnntufy vhen a
'dafiniti§o break Githin the continuity of Weatern hiutdry_wan
nffcctad.s1 A central throad in those events, that which ia
aﬁecificully new and uffuctiyu in the broak, 1s the rise of
modcrn_ubicncu and tccﬁnology.52 And.with the apread of modemn

technology on the tides of miusionary activity, colonial expanuion,

cqprfaffut enterprise, and world war the broak wan_no longer

Wastern but world-wida,

Oocit, np. 57, 59, 62-66, 74-75, B8-93,

1ep:0, p. 250; aan, p. 75,

52C1unrly for Jauporh the rise of modern sctlence and
$tochnolopy 4a that which “brought about the tremendous crinin,"
Yot he reafoty speaking of {t as "rhe caune” bocauns "the oripin
of the erinta cannot bo apprehondod th a ainple cause” but “in
the {nfinite wob of material and nptiritual {nterconnectionn of
hintorical chanpe,' and bocause tho ortefos of modern nelunce
and technolopy (thempelvan clonoly connected, yet diotinct
and caunally related) are aloo multiple, complex, and finally
entgmatic, Cf, OGiH, Pp. 174, 1031048, 83-971, Thun while
science and technolopy are more trmodiate causen of the present
crintn, @' the spiritual movemants that led up te ournelves hepan

long before the world wan altered by technolopy.” OGH, pp. 135~
136, ,



Conacioﬁunnan of opochal cH&ngu.*ttnﬁlf'a fﬁnddﬁantal ; h
"aloment of thay changu has likewiase ardwn gradually throughout
::he modern era.” feen initially as a ruturn (whathar to primi-
tive Chriastlanity or to clauuica{ unciquity) and then as triumphal
"Progross," th; chnng; was first underateod as a criaical rupturs, '
a definitive break, in the last century - - and then hy two
golitary thinkuru. Kinrkuéﬁurd and Niatzache, whoua voices went
larpaly unheard unc{l tﬁu storm had ulrequ-brokun-iﬁ the tragic
.!ury-of firut one and then a second }ot more terrible worid war.sk
It was they who un; that with Negel something had coms to an end.
The tradltlnnn-ghtch Bud held men for milennta - - growing from
. Afhanﬂ.ahd Jerusalem and merging tn Christendom - - were passing,
tndeed past, Chrlucépdom 1u.&uud. sald rhe One; Céq 1a doad, tho
other . Thuy’unw (fnruqu) not a revolutionsry laap fhruurd. hut a
}lmd af dﬁrknuuu. the 1nu; af ‘all foatholds und hquflnu;.‘rhu
cﬁnnu‘nf phr{ll virlees and the stupsfiad druduéry of m;uu 1life - - tha
andlony rownd of praduction und‘cunnnppttun—tn,rhu lwln_cu}lﬁ of

performisnce and pleasure, Yot thalr tmportance rests not alone,

not even primarily on thetr sensa of nrlurd. thelr drnmutiq abllity

53HHA. pp. A-1%,

5'On Janpera' analyets of the atpntficince of Kerkepaard
and Matwheha far our cra, cf, Y, Chapter T and the artieten
"The TmpAgtance of oo rd .nncl "he Tnportance of Metzache,
Harx, and Xderkepnard ta the Metory of PhtTosopliv,™ Yor Janpurs’
view on the wvay. fn whitch tvo wars have rudely awakened us to Fhetr
4 rurh, of. Win uhnrl Lriial toa I_’Vl_liujﬁilrl':f'l_‘[!_l e hntrtr,

.535 _
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to shock us from tha dcmmatic slumber of :hinking that the past

can be cont%?uud with but slinht udjuutmenta. It roents, rachnr
.on tho depth of thetr undaratanding of the nature of the crlnta.
- Pcrhnpﬁ battur suld, their sense of crisls was no mare excurnnl

sonse of alarm, but a profound understanding of what the prauunc

has hacoms, They are radically different from each othur, share
A

no common doétrinu. and indeed teach no uyutumatig doctrine at ﬁ"

all, Yer ({n two ways they po together te the heart of that turning
. . .
a ) :

which constitutes the {nner movement af the present: 1) {n their

relentlens iilﬁkﬁlﬁi of the pretenstons of reason (thelr sense of

- ~ -

hutory's pervasive relattvizing and of humanity'ﬁ endlessly gul f-

deluding .constructian of absolutes) and 2 {n thelr ultimate

recourse to Individuallty and {ngﬁyq¥::::-2T3 foundations und

q
’ . . . . .
hortzons have heen criticized, relativized, "scen through,"

An tmage ueilfzdug the spatial contraat of "outs (de"
and "tnetde” way serve here to clarify und crystallfze Jaupers'
‘unﬁh}utundlnu af -thin necond grest turning potnt o Wit schemn

' of world hihtnrv.Sﬁ The crtuls Ly g turqiuﬁ/?jnm paat ro futura

over Lhe crossroad ot the present,  Seen from the outside thiu

turndng fu the ridical breakup of cultures, the end of an upnch
of human history, Tt iy the decline of suthoritten, hivrarchica,

structures, tormn of 1Mfe - - the dissolution of those orpante

wholes, dommuntt tes and traditions, which have formed and sustalned

hﬁThc tmape and Inrerpretation, while ny OwWn,  dre
HU[ e ed hy Janpers: OCH, pp, 11‘1 TAD, 14P, . 1450,

.
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_ bolicical and asocial and rnligiﬁua 1ifa for more than two-thousand ‘yoears.
The pivot, né to apoak, upon which thia turning mchn'iq the cﬁ?rsano
of ;ciencu and' technology as something radiéally gew and cnmpoliiﬁé.
Y;t the criais would he neriouaiy miuunddrdcood'wura it seen as
something ;Z;ply. ni\cvan primnr{ig,ncﬁﬁaﬁic or political or soctni.
Rather thc;dcvelopmunt of modcrn ac1anco and tachnolopy and the
aubaequent rending of the once unified fabric of social 1{fa are
fundamentally {ncomprehensible apart from radical chhnuuu in -
thought and belief, The crisis cﬁnnot be undorstood from the

outside alone, as something external. .It must be gfuupud from

the {nside, an a crisis 6} the human sptirit, as "the great
matamorphonts of humanity. tnto which we are all being prossed," 0
Thiy iu not to suggest that chanpes 1{n the roalm of the apirit

(tha "1dunlogicﬁl uuburutrucfhruu”) are the ma&g telling consequuncoy
of banic (tuchgical. "wabstructural”) chanpen, Rather the crisin
1tuu1f'1u_ngympp;pllx_nnu of the spirte,”? Modern science and
technolopy are not domathing external to man, hut emarpe {rom and

[
are themselves part of a vadteal chango {n human connc founnons, 20

The cristn, then, in {ts decpest senbe 1o an “anthropocentrie
' ' p p

'S . ' ._-___——AF‘--—--——."-“_-
J6()(7”, p. 77, Tmphastis added,

57?0 say this, howover, tu not to replace a materfaltst
theory of causaliry with an fdealing one,  JTanpers, an already
noted, follows his mentor Max Veher in retecting all momocaunal
explanation t(n Wtutory, Cf. M, pp. 15-17, g

My notad above, “the spirfrual movements that led up -
to ourselves boeran lone before the world was altered by technolopy"
0CH, pp, 135-130, ‘



p ' -6~

turn."ﬁg' And tho pivot upaﬁ which this ("{nnido") turntng mOvui. .

in the dovelopmont, in varioun wayn, of critical (hintorical,
rolativizing) conuc{ouancsa, T o .

Thua while tﬁb Ax{al Period wae a profound tranaformation
o} ﬁuman conaciouaneas in tha iucid emargonco of faith, thin
nocond freat tutning point {m aluo a profound transformation of
consclouunvan., It tu an amerponco not of fafth, gut of Eriticul
conacliouunoan - ~ a whift in thn‘fnundutionu of connciounnoun an
conditionn of the poualhtlity of .fulth, Tho nubatance of our
humanity at utake in this turning {n stf{ll fatth (or ttn uhnvncﬁ).
but {t 18 no lonpgar pruﬂvnt "aut there," securoed on mstaphynical
foundntiond and ennhrined {n dopmatic formulatlonn. Rathor, If
fﬁith {u to ha at uil, {t munt bo realized within now cnndltt:gu.'

within that shift which {n the inner coggpof the prosent crinina,

Of courno the factors which have contributed to and mako

up thin shift (n human connclounnenn ara many and Janporn

typically rastuatn any neat formula or ninelo thvmn.ﬁn 1t han

Seem— I e,
quhu phivane nupgenty tho typlcal nonne of 4 turning
ta mun, hut'uluo1hnud connequently, a turning or chanpe tn man,
('OAL one pofat Janporn upeakn of "the two nt reams® of
modvn\lhnunhttﬂdph dotoerming our present situatfon, one whieh
flown from the natural selencen and nonecond which o connt {tuted
by modern (erftfcal) nhitlokaphy, G, "he lmnortance of Hoetzneho,
Marx, and Nterkopanrd (n The Hutorv of Miflonaphy, " p. 279,
Jatipers, an nelentine and philonopher, clalmn to draw ffom both
ntreanms. Tt {g cloar, however, that hin own underntanding of the
new conditionn poverning 11fe and thoupht are o dintillation of
that erittcal whifc {n thinking whiteh han been of toeted at Joant
sincoe Nencartes and ahove a4l by Tlant,  Ntetsoehe and Kterbhepaard,
an noted, avaken uy te what han actually happencd {n thar thinkiny,

S e =



.alroady boen noted that.endlodn criéicium and the rucourhp go‘
Troodom ;n tho thognht ét‘Klurknnnurd and Niotzache ”uq to tho
" hoart of the proment crinia," and tho ahift han beon demcribed am
an "anthropocontric tum," an "umérzunca of critical (himtorical,

'rulntivitlnﬂ) conaclounnoun." Yot the meaning of thoro descriptive-

terms noodn further olucidation.fl
The dovelopment of modern ucionce {n, of courae, alwayn
contral to Juupcrn"thtnkinﬁ about the present. TFor modern

ucienco ariasows within thin nmhift in conmclounnons and by {ta

parvasive proncnce forcra; no to apeak, rnconﬁtcton of and clarlty.

about tho mhift, Satd again: while the actual aproead of aclontific

tachnology han "phyuically” dinrupted traditional moorinpge, the

rodl[ty of modern nclence an compolling, ponerally valtd, and
. '

_muthndnluuicully palf-comnctoun knowlodpe - « what Janpors refors

to not an nmome hypontat{zod "Selence"” nor tlmply un no many
deflntto ncloncon, but. as the "un(vernal nefent e approach”
(.W-I_I'l_lu‘l\‘n('hllllll'1 lr_hlw_!t)”‘" = = han offected a crft{que of the
ponaibilitton of roanon, i’t' "tranntorms all tradtttonal thtndctng"
sand "han chanped the otatn of all truth over handed down Lo ua, 03
It venultn [n a "untvernal methodoTopical conneloummonn * - -

P
an awalien{ng from natve or dopmat te nlumbor, a dovp nenne of the
-

i e U e a m e Craen wa

m(’f' courne ‘all of the expostition of Janpern! thoupeht

I nuccredtong chaptorn, and oupectally (o the next chaptor, tn
"furthor oluctdat fon™ of thin nhilt {n conne lounnnnn,
0 .
PIT, pa SO0 G pp. %060,

ﬁjrru, pe b1,

Tome
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1imitn of all knowledge, and thus a rnlact?on of tradittonal
mntaphynlcui anid rulluloun.clnlmn to the status of knowledge and

universal truth, (4

Yot the rime of sclence and the critigue of reason tn
“thomnelven are uefthor the whole nor the heart At anthropo-
centric turn conntiturive of the present crintn, They are,

rather, {nnoparable from the long and complex davalopmeit of the
) /
modern menae of froedom an Individual autonoty, I FYantlan

torme, the firat Qy}}};uy« leadn nacessartly to 4he second;
knowledpoe lu(iinulml te male room for frosdom, Not, of courna,
the umpty'rruudnm of more arblitrarinens, bhut that desper freadom

conatitutlve of the human aslf, Yor 1t fs above all thin denne of

the melf which opltomtzen the sl ft (0 conne lowanana, ™ 1y th,

futttally at loant, a froedom from - - From satural necanntty,
y ly

natural law, and the conntiatntng .tlnr,uml {ama, author!t 1/nu, anl
formue of tradit tonal’ thoupht and 1{fa, Yot It (s alue, or
potont tatly, o fresdom for for the poasihiltity of hitatorte

aall realtoat fon and the endiean quent For tiuth (o thone apean

h"l'}‘u. I'l‘- "nun_.'.u,'.l-

N .

6 '.hw;mln' Mnrunaton of ﬂm prencnt . tntorent togly mnongls,
doon not ao wuch ot renn an promuppone tha aboolute contrality of
the fdua of fresdom at the cors of the contsmparary erlala,  T™hin
te pothopn bedaune Trondom Ie no tundamental te at! of his thitnuldtng,
On froedom and the coluta of, O, ppe U9 any and I'PIG pp, A0
CO70 00 the contrallty of the fdoa of the aut onomous el tn
Jaopara' thoupht and {te roatn ln Corman deallgm of, the vary
“tmpertant atttele by Hotnrfeh farth, "Nar! fanpers abar Glaube

unit Ceachtehte,” (o Pard Janpars ty dor Dtoacanntan, pp, 2 207,

-



™.

ry .
or horigonm opened hy' critical detachment and methodologioal
cl‘nrity.“'

It t{a, finally, thu.modum nenwa of history which
rocapitulatea and coocretizen the critically chanped conuclousnaons
of reamon and fresdom. Tt ts this sense, in part a result of the
tmmanne activity of Aglw Wintorical sclences and In part a conuuqunncé
of the new ulohul‘ hortzon sutabltaled by modery luc.hnnlgr_y. which
relativizes and sttuates traditional heltefs and tunch.tnun In &
manner wall exempl{fieod by Jawpers' own achema of ‘world hintary
and his writlngs on the present ape.b’ Lonstng's Infamouns "ditch"
(grthq) runa down the center nf that chaam meparat ing ua from the
punt,  What were anee Ohject tve realltlos and otarnal ver(t {es have
becawa ralative and ovar-changlog creattons of the human aptrit,
tntory, not nature, te the mobile home of* huamanity ~ Tthe record

of huwan atrtving and the ttald of human £ roesdon, M

oL
b,

"ts sonee of freodom to well oxpronsst tn Lantng's
Famivin aphortam that man'n wot o found not "t the trath b
1 = - "

ponecnnon’ Lut "o over baat tng ot VTving after touth,

f

& (',Hmu au:nh; Janpera deos ot ae o much alteen an preasuppone
the copntyaltty of the wodera laa OF hitutory fn the crtato of ot amp
rary conaclounnens,  And apaln thia ta probably becasise e oun
thinktug fo so dalibnrately comttttoned by that chanpgn, Jaepere’
undetatond oy oFf the htator lelty of thoupht baa al resdy bsen {auched
Gyt tha bt g of thita chapter and widD bin talian up tn distalt
In Chapter 1V, . -

r'“‘i'hn o abt P e conectonanran contd atan b Charaeter g,
e torma of mante telatlon to uatfire, ae a sepnial Ton or oven al egat Ton
From swatuwre plven vith the medern umimulnmllnu of teanon, Freadom, and
WMatory, 1t te (1 lastrat fve of the alitfl nnd of Juspara' thilnw by
withie Tt that o dlacannton of nature ta wed fundaraenital o hio [ hongl
"'(T::;U'W the anthropecentric themse of resaon, frasdom, asd lotory

nra,
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] Thus the hruqanc crisis vhen noun‘CLthin Jasupers' achiema |

of world htltory-tu ;n almont total remaking of the axcﬁrnal_

and tntarnnl conditions of human uxlucanca. Past unities have been

doutroyudl world unity of wome kind ts Inovitable; and a new

avaronsas of limits, a parvnutvn #enae of relativity, and a fund;-

mental conviction of autanomy govern 1tfu-;}d thought. In {tuslf

this oytahltuhmanr'of new cond{tions fm not progresu] netther s

it décltna._ It la. rather, dauply ambiguous, the hasia of chat

umhlgutty which, -an notud ahove, rhararturlzuu thu entira present

turning point In human hlurnry and leaves us at a momentous cromu=

-roads, Inlttully"und traglcally dﬁutrunrlvu, thia turning has

nonetheless clarifled new poantbilitios, Crittctem denfes the -
pnnuthlliry'nf:muruphynlnu. raducing knowledge to the limited
accuracy of objeettive and technical rattonaltcy (Vararund),

i ~
flut tt aleo clnﬁfrlun the poasthtlity of a larper, trundcoending

“wenue of ragson (Varountr),  Presdom laada to taolarton, alfsnarton,

the warrow conttuns of privacy and the empt ineus of wmeraly arbitrary
comnttmesnta,  But Lt aleo opans the poesihility of 1 hat exlotant fal
radfcalfzation of tresdom which (tor Jaspors) fu the sole road (o
tranacandent. truth, History sevars the roots of Lrud!ltun nuﬁ _
nuufu one udr}rr tn endlows posatbility, Bt 1t alao makes poasihle
the frea reappropriation of these roots {n the Piving atrupjle of
commnicartion with other tradf{ttone and Lrnlh;. The prapent crists

o .

Cpens u way through the terrthle fires of nthtdtem 1o o purtfioed -
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ponalbtliiy of trnnlformoq and venewed fatth,%? The “new age'
may vell be the araveyard of (resdom and faith, an {ron caai of
total control and universal levelling - - from the twilight of -
the W-i: to a global night. -Oi the presant dnrknauﬁ may prosage-

~ - .
& new, world-wtdu_dnwn-’o ' . -

Jnlpcrl davoted h;ﬁ 1{fa's work to the utrugﬁla for that
dawn.’!  And there was for him (an already noted at the and.of the
first section of this chapter) only one gensral path in that.ﬁtrugglu.
a p;th loading te the furure Vlalthu.puuc. Pura ruhqllian against
the darknoan, hnwuvur‘tumﬁcinu and understandahla, 1s no more
adaquata than paralyzed rautnnutinn.72 Nar can the utrugg}u he
eacapad by uithér a machanical repetition of the past ov q total
rdjuctlnn of the past tn the name of progress or of some supposedly
new d;pdrruru.Ta "Wa must," r;chur. "ery to cling to mamoriaen

acrous & chaam."’ We must rekindle the fEumu of the Axtal Puriod

"amid the utrerly new conditions of (human) axtstence.”??  The rask

O%cCH, pp. 214-749, 266; PSP, pp, 172-176,

70!'!\. pp. H3-84,  Cf, fHaner, Yarl Jaspars . pp. 104-104,
nln tha obhituary which Il%umuud for hindalf he apsaks
of this work as o cosseleas affort to find o« way "from the ond of
Furopaan philanophy tnto an approsching world-philosophy,"
"Hokrolog von ¥arl Jaspars selbut vertaset," Gedankenfetar fur
¥arl Jasparn am b Hirze 1968 {n dur Martinskirche, banler Univarsttatarsden
60 Hafe (Bassli Verlag ielbing und Lichtanbeln, 1969), p. 4,

ppg, pp. 294-208,

»
73PﬁP, pe 174-176,

4
Men, o 61,

[ 9
7'PﬁP, p. 159,
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is oxtremely difficult hecause the break 1i renl. the nev condicionn
really new. Yat thare is, for Jnlparl. no othar wvay 1n the presont,
It could aven be said that the most goneral or tundumuntnl of thea
new conditions daturminaq by the crimie im pracisely the nocessity
of this atruggle tO-FBCOVﬂr the past. This dialectical holding
toaathar_of a real, definitive break and n.nncclunry continuicty im,

for Jaspors, the cross of the pressnt, the challenge of our fucu:76

3.

Jadspoera, an Jlr#ndy noted, devotad conaidarable attention
tg ruliuiqn in hia later yoars as a direct result of hisg under-
akandtnu of this challenge of the present apgs. His analysis of
roliglous pluraliem ta parc, a vary tmpnrtunt purt, of that
atruggle to recover tha puast, and hias undarstanding of religlous
truth ta worked out within thoss new conditions which conutitute
our prasent, Iﬁ a very roal uun;u. thun, all of the sanential
unpuﬁln ot Jguﬁufu' untleratanding of the pruhium of reliptous

pluralfon and truth have alresdy boen diuvcussed, Thoy noed only

’GThu ausart ton that "there ty no other way' muut he
claritted,  The tuture may well sag an aboeolute broak whers only
a new Axtal Forfod, o new "rovelatton' of nome sort would rekindla
the pght of tafth,  The foture fa open and (t will pot boe detar-
mined by human actton slona, It fe Claally a4 matter of grace and
dostiny,  Stdl} "fr te probable thet the tatth of the tuture will
continue 1o move within the fundamental posttiony and cateporiecs of
the Axtal Ferlod," OCH, p, 25, 1o any evant, oor attfpude
cannot ba ona of Fatal paestvity, It must (pnrudunlru!ly) e &
responss to the challenge of our fate, And for Jesperoe this weann
that the responstble parh fn the wtrugple tar humantty (tor fatth)
fo thot dislectie of recourus to the past within the present,
Cf, OLR,. pp, 226-228,



i

be focapichlatad briefly and made more explicit At several pointa.

" The freaent crisis i dhita avidontly a crimin of cqncratn'
faiths and sspecially of thoune relfglous faiths which hava—ttiumi-
nated humanity's three great spiritual spheres since the Axial
Pariod. These great traditions hava shattered under the 1mpuct'ot.
mbdarnizﬁtion.77 It ia a4 atory often told: lbuu of religion among

the manssos, the secularization of daily lifa, the roetreat of faith

>~

to the aphere of privacy as the vindoq drosaing of bourgeois culture,
Yat, ninte '"man is incapable of living without fatith" of some

uart.7a

the crints (s manifest not only in a degline of chc tradi{-
tional fnichu. but also in thair assification and, ﬁnru gonorally,
in the decay of authentic faith {nto puuudo~£ptéhu. Narrowly
dogmatic and fundumuntnl!ut’rullulon. the fanaticism of rigid

palitical tdenlopy, the dlutracting rrivialicy of magle and

gupsrstition, or the dsaperation of chemical acutastes and {natuant

saviors-— - these are spmes of the forms of peeudo-tatth (ar unfaith)

to which men retreat fn o hlind, almost roflex groping for fixed . -
e . VR . T

stablil ity amtdet “the vertigo of lows and change,

fiuch fixation han, ot courun, alwaye boean o danger, for
religion fu nothing 1f 16 o not pesttive and {netttut tonal, S

lotter as well ao wpiric, Yot parcicularly with the advent of thae

Mo, p. 131,

TBa, p. 152, Cf, oo, p, 132,

Pee, ocu, pp, 132-1%, 216-219; FEP, pp, 116-146,

149-164,
Q x

-



modern era the great roligions have undergone a aclerotic
rigidification inducad by defenaiva posturing and {nternal .
fragmentat ion, B0 drsanic uholannﬁa or fcatholici:y“ has been

raduced to the narrow confines of "catholicieh" (Xatholizitat)

or “orthodoxy" - - apiritlesa formalism which binds and hlinda,
and hetrays that soaring of faith once realized” in the ponitiva
confines of rite and crued,®! Tragically, and 1roﬁi¢ally. this
defonuive fixation has tranaformed authentic religlous fatith into
something typically medern - - chu‘rncional{zéd. objectifying
sthos which'chruufﬁ tnwa}d total order, total planning, and the
total levelling of the local, particular, and pnruonal.az Thus

rigid orthodoxy in whatwver form - - whether {n the remmants

of the traditional fafths or in the new reliptons which have

80116 most of Jaspars' concrete examples of such
fixation sre tuken from Wustuern Chrimttanity, {t {s cludr from
what he guys penerally ahout the proasent age thar he sees thia
proceas as o world-wide possthility, Thers are, morsover,
eat tered reforances to the procass of tixatlon in the ofhar
veliplona, partteularly fn Contuctan Chtna:  of, VA, p. HYl;
CPa¥, pp. 7172, tictll, both bocause his own s1tuat fon and
fimedtate concarn ts Wantoer Chrinttantey, and bocauss the
clatm to sxelusive posssssion of the truth attatned a un e
farm in the Chrfattan doctrdae of roevelation, Jaepuers focuses
hiy dlucunstion primartly on the eristy of Western reliplion,

Blauen "carholtetan’ 1a found not only in the Catholte
Church, but "everywhere tn the world," VW, p, 33 0, 1, OFf,
Jaupers' ontfre discusntion of the decay of true authority tnto
flxed wmtrath: Val, pp. 769, BlO-830, aud B3I2-H600 (uap, 0113,
B35, HAL-2, 1A7-50),

“?Ct,‘PVR. pp.. Gh4-4l, Yer the Laste content of
traditionad fafeh "witl always offeer the totalitarfan rrend"
80 that auch "cathalteten rematos worlds apart from {he
harrora of modern (secalar) totslitarian rule, PER, p. 47,

-71-



: ;prunk up in the vacuum created by their declina - - has becoma
one among manyrpnaudo-tuithl. ideological curtains veiling the
actual loss of veal faith, Where it {us not already evident in
the d%racg'loll of faith, the crinis of the religions ia clearly
nanttg,c in the chaotic plethora of old and. new dogmatisms, and
in the ﬁidegpraad loas of abilicy cp diucinﬁuiﬂh.tﬁc onéa proat
faithe from their degenarate forms and Eriviu; or terrihle
aurrogates, -
Yac:thiﬁﬂcriais. ad noted above, tnvolvea not only
dautiuctién. but the posaibility of‘runuﬁal. the pasaibilicy
that ;ha great réliuiouu fattha might be transformed and thus
rcapproqriéééd ;ithin'chouu ﬁondicionu constitutive of tha
prnuené. “Wha;.éac millgnn%um; have disclosed to man of
transcendance could once again hecomatéfciculatc aftar it had
bean uuhimilutad'ip changca fofm."“a In fact, as Jaupors notes,
the vory ”hrittlunnué" of the veligtions might facllitate th;
emergence of new forms from "the shells of their dogman and

1nutitutinnu."ﬂq

Such renewal Lo, moreover, not simply
denlrable an one wspect of the uunarJI strugple for fatth (n
this tins of darkoess; -4t {8 cructal for rhgt sryupgele,  The
religlone have been thL hearers of the axtal heritape. They .
have shaped the continutty unh handed on thes subatance of falth,

Even where ({n the Wewt) fatth has sprung up Indupunduntly

from religlon, as phtlnunﬁﬁicul fatth, tt has been wade poawible

-,
- -

Adin, p. 178,

Bappn, p. az2.



Tollptons from thotr splendid tuol)

M

only by fﬁa institutional and culéurl& continuity of rel{gton, 83
Philowophical faith depends-upon relisipp for the "sociologically
effective trunﬁmiunion of the contenta indiupanliblo;to man which .
occurns molely throuah valigioun tradition," amolely boﬁauua thoso
contents "li{ve in thg people through raligiouﬁ faith:faQ_ Thus

today '"what will bocome of the churches may decide the Hanfarn

™~
fate" and will certainly he crucial {n the Fast whore the

diatinction of philosophy and raligion haa not (yat) been

87 "Hence the great concern about the vigor and

realized.
veracity of acclesiastic faich,"f8 And 1t im this concermn which
makes the fact and problem of religlous pluralism a mattar of *

central importance for Jaspers, -
}

Religion must be renowsd today, within the conditiona

conutitutiva of the proment, Yet those very conditifons make a

hefphtoned and problematic awareness
fnvucapabla,  The new, glohal hortfon hans forced thu‘uruut
Jon (and exclustvity), and

the development ot ecritical conuct 4¥uuuthnu forced a recognition

..

T T T T e e e e e - — e e

“hOf course the dlur[nrf!nn bhatwoon philonophy and
ralipton has a complex Wtutory, but the ponsibility of thelr
saparatton, an two {ndepandenr vealms of fafth, ta dintincrively
modarn,  LE FER, ppy 42-55.0 0 Saeh philowophtcal fatth, howsvaer,
i no rareffed phenomenon restricrtad to an acadentcd ly tratoed
elite, Tt to Independent faflh found wherever free and thouphttul
solf-realtzattion charactertzen tndividusl existence.,

Rlpsp, p, 112,
8prr, p. 320,

Bpr . 920, \ o
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‘o! tha*rationli and htacoricul llmitu of all cruch claima (And

thua rendared univarual and cxclullva clnima uuapncc). _In a

" sepas, the n:;_g&éuﬁflan crautud by the present driuia makes a
realistic appratsal of pluralisam not enly pccaﬁnary. bhut ulﬂo.gi

] for the ftru: time, A serious poasihility. ﬁntd again, a real

-

-

religlous pluralism {s a serfous passibilicy for che firsc time

in human history becauns of thows conditions which have destroyed

the relacive and ';;Arcth-'l’uiuv«rqauiy of the diffarent cradi-
ttons, Y ﬂuch plurallum in tha runuwal und mutual cnmmunicatlon
of. thc uruuc fut:hu 1u Lhu goal, or e crucltal geal of the
struggle for fntth’in Elie. p;uhunc erintu, Hut th1u<ruﬁuwal cun
he urhluvud Aﬂdifhib roeal p!urnllum utLulupd only via the -
E[yngqumggigg_nf the great rgllu!nup fgtgﬂq, hy the ru—fnrmut!nn

af their nulf-umiuru_l.qmitn;:f, th Ceram of thoss conddtions povarntng

"reontanjioriargy L fecand Lhought, e

1

fHiince The tranatoimation An our ohiective ‘
Mving condtitime goes oo deep, Lhe Lrane® .
formatton o our formg of reltptoge belfef
muet e garesapondinply desper (o order 4o
mold the new, ta fructify and spiritusl!ze,
1ty A change 1e to b sipected Tn what we
have cil Led thes matter, the dress, (e mant -
RGBT at fon, the daigungs Gf fatth, o chanpe
st far reaching an all lhu mlu.r Chiiben
Chat have taken glace In uur ega,

. . [ 4
. N

e —————

- N ———— W Ay

RLENYS caurse Lhe pew nllunl}fnn il alace plve rive to a

Qunt.'\.mrnml \{'n!th. Hat, af rourase, Che swply abist Factlone uf goms

wyneretiat ‘or universs!l rellgton,  Ye have already neen "I hint Jaopery
dninfunen anwch "cuswopol SCantam,"  The oniy world faleh enhteh te
actuslly posatlde 1o that fdeoloptest peimido-ratth wiileh wauld

acconpany the riee nf a4 toatalitarian wurln alate - — o poannthility
rn hgglreaded, not dentred, !
. J(Jpﬁle. ' g, LOR, N
[ O - e 2
. - e



In the age of sclence and tachnology
[the great religlons/ cannot stay aws
they are, Their conming change will
be more’ profound than any Eaut ane,
or else thay will perish,? :

The character of this transformacion cannot heNforaseen

-

' in-all of tta dimensions, It will accur, 1f utrull. within the
dnuoing 1ife of the religlons, in the stvuggle of religlous

persons for the trurh of thetr fatth, Thus 4t 18 a matter shout

which the philosopher, as sn outstdaer, can-quly Hpeak huﬁltuﬂtly.

. - i
aware of the fnadeqguacy of what he uayu.g* Yer ong aspect of

the raquired tfgnafnrmutinn té. fn&.laupuru. very ﬁluur (and ha
e not hesttant fn agsercing fta nacaselty), Tt fa glven with
thosu ;ury cririnukﬁduVulnpmunru which fueacapably conditton
11fe and Lhnuuﬁt = = plven with the diat fuet “TI Lt wiean

(untvursally valld) arfenca and (abantutwly, sutsteatiolly valid)
+ .. . o .
fateh and with onectousiness of histortctry, Jt fe e n'_t;ljumq_rl_'y'

that the ¢l Ui erebunfve and wrgdvieroa ‘u'.ﬁ’hil_f.u be renouncasd,

Hot ot 1 "ths prduon of ssclusfve clatve® e renovied will the

i »

.4

TR, . A, 0t pp. 129-9%6, s

UJP%PI Proc TTOR-10G PFIG, ap. 22 s, Janpers, as sl resdy
nated, clatin that philanopliy and reliplon Wave suparated (o the
magarn Hest so that ane tn tacl wabios the fath of eirher rel{gious
oF philosoplideal tatth,  The accuracy of this clitm Cary bt ues-

rioned and, "wore slypntficantly, the exteant ro which Junpers Wimeelt

Teppects Uhils aeparat o can be uesel faned, A will be neen, one

nf the fundamentr ol crdttclons af s wndersranding of rellpion
concerig whether rthe transformarion of reltfpton be calloe for to nnr,
In turr, o tranatarmattaon of (o plurality of) cincrete relipinug
fatths dnro (o single) phtlosaphtcal futch, .

-75~
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truth of religious fa:ith be puﬁnw;d and rancw'ad for the prasmant -
and future of huuanity.93 Yot with this renunciation and the
crlﬁﬁfoimation/runawal’it makes poauiblnc thera griuun. a4 noted,
the posaibility of real rultgf%ﬂg pluraliam - - ch; h{firmzzion
that more than one religion can be trues,

Jaspers, of rouruu. dosy not-claim that this transformation
will hLie aany, Noc onlv has tha presant crtnlu cuuuud the truditionnl
faiths to hacoms aven more rigid and uxcluutvu. but "the claim tn
exclusivity helongs in fact to the nature of authoricy" and to the
relationship to transcendence by which nuthnrtt& just{floes {taalf - -
and this is a forriort trus for raligious authoricy.?% MNor dons
his asssrtion of this nescesvary t(unufn}mutinn demopstrate or at
laant clurtfy‘itu possihlilfty, On the contrary, 1t rafsus apeln
rhulquuurinn ghaut the moaning (logtic) of the word "truth®’ when
used with regard (o such trynhfnrmud raliplous falrh, Thnt'.
quent {rn 1u takan up by Jaspers In his more systematic diecussion.
ot tutth und rrurh.{;;ﬂﬁ%ﬁrt!ru]urly fn Wiy strugple apgatnst the

) iy
(provatling) Chrfsttan understanding ot ruvulut!nn." (It 1u

e e e e o GG S

DIevr, p. W2, Gt PER, pp. BB-97; Vi, pp. K16 Ao,
3% we; OCH, pp. 226-207, Thiy tu o call not for the renunctat fon
af particular.tradictons and thetr clatmg, bt of the univarueal
valfdiry which those clatms have always entafled, Arendr, p, 541,
06de, p. 817, Of courve for Jaepars {6 {a this vory
reference to tranacendance which necessitatas the renuncfation of
exclusivity for all tmmanent rnrmu. -

LT noted, Jaspers facuses piimartly on "biblfcal relipton”
horh hecause 1t fu the relipfon with which the Weast must  be concerped
and lecause only tn the sphero of "hiblical religfon’” with fts

[}
-
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thnéx:?h:qwntic thinking-through of what haw bheen roferred to
hera as "the condicion- conntitutiva of our age" which {a taken
up in the next chapter.) It is claear, however, Ehnc for Jauwpors
the politichliy and htutortcnlly.cruclnl'unﬁy‘ot such thinking
within the prasent criais ia tao "weak tha;urdand nn-wﬁtch mon

of avory religfous parsuasion mluhé maaningfully most around

the wnrld. roady to racommit thomselves to their own hiatortc
trudi%tnnu. te purify LhuT. to trunnfnrm tham, hut not to
abandon tham,"7% “Tha wituation of our timon makes nuch a

trasuformatton - ~ of hihlicul relfglon for us Wontornars, of

othor relipionas tor their hulluVurn: of philosophy rnr\gll ~- -
u}? -

’

aluwoat palpubly avidant,

[

There are vartoun critical tuent Long which mipght He

ratued rogardiong parttcular anpactn of .hsnpulW:'tynlh|rnlru|dllu:
of the prnhlum of raltetlons plural tom and truth, repardiog 1 he

. * f
vory fdea of a criofn and the schomat e concept fon of hintory. I,

\
At thio potot, howsvar, {1 mint suftien 1o rafone n s prnl(ﬁlnnrkuv

particular sundaratanding of revelat ton haw the claim to
excluidvity ‘hoacome a contral and expliett dactrine of (mmenmne
conpeguenco, NI, op, 07, CEL, U, pp, B 97 and PRI poann i,

gnPVﬂ.ip. vit,

. .
{7FVH, p. vifit,

014 .
Choy for eoample, thae varfous ertt tedomn summnrd 7ol
in Werner ﬂrhnn!duru‘ Fnrl Janpern o dor Vrictl (Bonn: ., ¥oeuvier
and Co, Verlap, 1964), ppe LIGlay, ditevals,
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ona quastion (or a series of related queations) which boara

directly on Jaspers' approach.to the question of religlioun

pluraliam, It lhguld ba olsar, from remarke made above and

-

in the preceding chapter, thnt Janpurs' undaratanding of the
problem of religfoums pluralism within the broader horison of
the oriuts of our age, him refusal to fruat it an an acadenmio
or a narrowly religious quention, iam horg taken am a wigntft-
cant oomtributlon to thinking about: rnll_ulmm plural {am, Qhut
must be queationed I nafther the fact of the crinfn nor Lta
ripgntficance for thinktng about ra]lulﬂun plurnll:m, bhut the
adaquacy of Jampora' interpretatfon of that ﬁ}untflvunvu.

The crux of Jaapers' interpretation of the pressnt
agn ta Wie foint afftrmatton of bhoth a radical hireak and a
necoanary continuity with the paat, of both fundamentalliy new
condttions and (ha ﬁﬁhnlhll!tv of tranaforming and reappro-
priating pant tradlitiona wllhl# the now cﬁndlt!gnn. It te thln
dlalact teal holding topgethor of new and otd whlbh, for Jaepare,
makon poantble an afflrmat fon of both rnituluun truth and
rellpgtoun pluraliam, Yat {t in preciacly thin hhldtnu topnthar,
thin part feultar dialect teal confunct fen _of old fatthe and new

condit{ona which munt b quent toned,  Jaapera' tntent ton, of
‘.

couran, {n not the emergence of some aytntheasls in the form
af a new, unfveraal fafth, but the poastbiidity of particular

(and plural) oxtatential realivatfons of falth nmnfutnu in the



=70
cuhfllvt of. tradtitlonal rurMn and new conditiona, But the nxrunr'
to'Vﬁlch thim. (ntent fon can be realfssd withtn the frameawork of
hhlu_!hlnklnu In open to quent ton, Pnrhnpwéqﬁu 0ld and the new are
finally and rﬁudnmuntnllv Irteconellable, Varhapw auch dialect 1cal
thinking vetla thia tresconctiatll tty and conat ftut e an avaslon
Lr the hard choteen wnd roal aljntuntlvu? confront toge ue tn the
pProaent rrtnlp. Farhapa, whila the atrangth and attract lvensas
of .lqn;mru' thinking dertves, as he himaatlrl st roaann, from the
axlal pant, hin érrnrl to ;nl&lnwthnl paat within the new
condit tons of the presant may well bWiur the "declatlve dffFiranen"
hatwoan lhnm.‘m If'.nlh;um. Finaldy, auch "reappropt tat ton' of the
past would not be aloply 4 dlalect Seal wagat ton of Ite form and
lJrnrmrurmut fan of tta aubat anen, bt -n nopat en of both FTorm and
pubatance, a lows of the trath and tha ottty of the ol
fatthe wlthin the (notfeat fve A unlvnrlnnl nid n!rlunlvg) tiuth

datnrmined by thn pow o ;mllt Iunn.”",’

o
tenfoge can bin poraued aomewlat

&

diffoarnnt 1y Ly ank Ly whietlhi, o Face, Jonpary! underat and g

Thin 1tun of )
ol II’W proasent crtnte ta aaffictant Ly dansp or radionl,  On he
otie hand, then, fr might b arpued (nn abovn) that hia frang of
the vrinln te not radtenl snouph nlpen 'l.m':lm_m not widmdt 1 he
Fondament al tirsconetfab LIty hatwoon the wew ¢ ond L

fyt

"M, Baren, p. o2,

m“'l'hlm Jangeern’ thoapght wenddd tndeesd st gl vt at nb bty
under the aesgln of Hepel ' Ihid, o, 701, ©f, fige, 2l N, A

tonerote plural{ty of relfptona wonld che aulosumead (nufpnheting)
Anto the untty of pht]nnuph}rnl falth,



r“‘}.’
lhu_lrudlttunn! fatthe, Thui. vhile he.proclatme the utuutrtnnﬁnu _

LS a1

v . _
of much fundamsntal trreconctiability, Hather be neurratizes thetr

real slpgolticance by unlJEEFT?Tﬁn‘lhum ne excapt bone'" and thus
sffoctively diamioolng them with Javiah prnlw.m1 n the ather
hand, howsver, (1 mlght be argusd that Jaspoare' view of the preaspt

\Sf'"ln ta tun desp, and thie fur two related reasone,  fin (e

flrat place, and daaptioc Wils own repeated ud}ntnun agaliat  any

total knowledps of the grenent, hie wnderatandtiog of the criata
' ' <

abhiedut Lepn thoss "necessary and lnsacapatedes condtt long conat (1ul lve
Of the prenent’ to an almost moned (i Wlatarlctad fnuhlhu. )
Thue, aa nugunnlml. alieva, “the very wnlvareul 11y and noceaslty of
thooe condlt Leaa woutd neen to nagate any sanl plural iy, The

S lrmmn-rmnl. Lo Hﬂlﬂllt;l' ol all (part tenlar and dUEferent) v

tradit ftnal Fatthe would affoct {vely ronder them Juat an wany

107

foame of a popsial, nalatont (al falth, Hocondly, Wevavnr,

while Janpein wny Ludsesd have andsont aod fhe dnagant and mient

potvanlve turcanfe cannt Lbatbve of war poosssnt altont Lo, they mway

ntel vt (hod e g omened TENEG nseasaa ity Frog Uttt o T iy was ]

khn ot ondy penalble, sven 18 st camedy AEET Lol , bl fstnabag v

»

””(:l’. BE, ggee WDV G Yleebsgancd aud Hint ¢atdin gn
"raeopt e and Walter Vanfmann's " daapern’ Felat ton Lo st recln
T Bebtbyg, pge, 0L A%, for an 64t o shnmp b of auch a el fgun
of thita wan of Yiarvegnard and Nieg zad b,

) ””'l‘l.un thee adtat et Lo madic In the peroavioun chapt re foadd e 3
dnopara o Falth nndd hlf: aondyalo of the Logte of Falth would dlanppenr,



N

to think outatds of and {n restutance to thowe currentcs (nr‘

condtttnpl) tf ons {n Co adequatuly understand the loglc of

reltgioun truth and the plurality of reltgtous tradicions,

At this potnt, however, thess qusstions shour Jnapsra'

framawori tor uudnrnfaydlnu'rh- probdem of reltgtous pluralfam-

and vruth ramain tenrat fve and hyporhstical, ﬂ; 4o noat
uvtdnnr!vtltVu I an age of crintn which has revelut Lanl snd

the conditions of sxiatencs, shaken rpu Kreal rullglnun
tradittrne, halghtaned awarsnean of reltgtous plurﬁllum, and
cant doubt upen the very tdea af Tedtglous truth,  In this aga,
e Jaopwrn vhasrvan, a necansary tranalformat Ton of the taliglione
to "atmoat palpally wvidant!"  Yar the tharnctan of that | rane-
Format ton, the way o whilels (el and pluruilum nie lual
tdnratond, ta not "ualpally avident " dnspere’ pondt ton .
that traneformatton ta cloar qnuuuh. Vet the potn oF Do
quEst ima o (hat hie posdtlon o noet witheat oarfons AIEPeait tan,,
Thi o) Tone or thie tiretnrg ﬁnpnn!uununnu withito st ody b

1 tntnrpreaty rabfptnue Irufh'mnv tn Faet b piern gonrt ot 1 hae
probibam thnt part of the aolut $on, Phis dhies way 1 whitedy b

wnderat anda the ool b em of glural fam and Croth may smaued 10y

Uttt en) nihitpgufty to Jnupurh’“’ vhiesraly o part of hifa

Ptk tug (il attorint fon of “gresent condft fona’ and "modern
-‘. . e ~ 7 - -
deHHJf]Punuﬂ”) bt rave thae gonesen) fatant fan ut that thind tng

’()‘ﬂf, Chngroer £, po v {nbive),

’
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(to affim relfgtous truth and pluralism), What he wrotae of
Hicholas of Cuda may prove te hs trus of himaslfs "His Insighce
lacksd the powsr to penstrate the decsptione of hiw ¢ims,"104
Jaupurs, of ﬁnuru-. recogniewuy the Aifficulilas invalysd
in these qunuctanu.' The very rasl tenaton (and th# 1rr::hnntlu-
hillriéé which are real ﬁr finul) Liwtwesn past and present Indicats,
he would aay, e dnbrh af Che chawm separaring us From rha past
and the vary ruﬁl dangsres Invalved (n the prawant, Yatr rtheres 1o,
he would srill argus, no atlisr way (6 the recovery nr'rgﬁlh'lhun
through tﬁu realirden of the present, Hile Jifte's work, as already
noted, can be sesn as an sffort o undurstand and artfculate thone

realitions aa a "comnen ground” or s "comon framswory se brositly

baaad that Wlaterically hatsrogensoue Falthe could commint eal i

k]

tn {1 withour ﬁhuudnu!nu thustse  vas., It owould, o nther

wordu, provide o logte whitech reconctlsa plurad $y and lrwulu(ﬁt

The Grundpgedaibs toa which we now tarn {a e oart fealat tan of

thimt Fratmwnrl,

: IOGGV;“' e 250, CF, e 6 "Thie reat i fen contront fng
Wiw vure pot dint s dacd tavsd theXx 1o b, and b wan caosigt $al ly

naware of Lhie Fact and 11s conasguenees,”
4 .

m"'!‘l‘l'. {0 hh, b
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THE PHILOHOFPHICAL YOUNDATIONS
QF YALTH AND TRUTH

While Jaupers' undarstanding of raltﬁtouu truth ta
naturally sxemplified and clarifisd {n hlu‘nipltcic dincuustione
of raligton, tr (s ahove all in ng!tnln reacurring fuunducinngl
ldaan that the hauin for chat unduf»cnndlnu in untnhli-hnd, {t
1o to thows foundational tdeas or, hattar uatd, that foundationel
thluklni.l that attention must now he turnsd In an stfare to wap
aut {hn contowre of the loglc of religlous truth,

The crintn of the prewent, as noted ahove, conslate i
the radlcal whaking of all pravioun foundatbone and the smsrgence

0nf naw cimdit tons governtog M te and Phought, It Ie that crinta,

HIh e urgent atragpls for the recavery of talth and the

unprecodainted poantld Uity ot s "common framewark” tor the comisgd oae
Cion of didatartcally hstaropsnsous faltha, whteh hos datarmiosd for

Jangisre the preancnt task of phtlanaphtcal loagte -- "lhu’dtuunvurv

of & ulipeda, soesntial,” and compradensive foundat ki Otng G ?

3
S s

bald mother way, whills Juapura' pht by prupnnun'nuhnnn u}#ium
- W
Or wist of dochrinen, there $n st il a cont tnually recurrent phldarn

l.luuluz rn' turm, "ein lirandgedanbe,” adultn of lot b
translat tonut u thought, as 10 a ser of fdeas, or [rocaan
of thinbtug, 1t will e claar to anyons fain{diur with Junpsra'
wrlttugs that tha ddes of "foundations) rhinking” diucussed (g
thin chpplar ts hronder In ncope Chap Juepers’ $ternl use of
Phe term “Grupdgedonks,” The roanon tor 1his {e ddacunnsd b low,

7vnu, Ve 24, -
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~ of systematically thought and controlling tdess which are its

dsterminacive bastn, "the ideas which govern i{¢w developmant,”?

It is, then, thess ideas or pattarns at,chinklns vhich sstablish

tha pollihiltty of a plurality of trus religlona by distinguishing

hatwcgn_thu untvnfualicy of truth in scisnce and matteras of fact

and the abwolute, yet never universalisahle, charactsr of truth in

matturs of faith, . : r
’ The purposs of the present chaptsr, than, (s to present

thoas central 1duuu‘nf Juupur'u foundattonal thinking which at

once gpsn the way to.u pnuuihiu nffirmacion of tranwcendent (and

thus religlous) t}uch and uxaﬁpllty the logte of Juspars' approach

te Ehuc affirmatton, Yat the methedological remark nads in

bhath  precading chapters hsary spscial r;l[urutlun hara, Ho attempt -

1y mads wt & complete discusston of Jaapars' toundattonal ldeas,

Whuﬁ-rutluﬁn 1o ot u reviaw ur.thu varlious pati of foundal lonal

thinking fracad hy Jasppsra, por tw Lt almply a rapatitiim of one v

of thoss, 1t fa, rathier, fha sffort to trace o paih of foundational

thitubbng, what Jaapers hindslt at e pofat calls "a ryptleal

f/ ~
peiuances of fundamsntal pht escphitcal quanttone "™ and (herchy o
recapttulate, tu sy skarcias Jof ayatemat e thinking dravs from
varfous parta of Jaspers' wafb, s beslc content, atructure, and

dlrect fon nf_!hur thinking, Thus the bulk of ths chaptor {8 devoted

T T T S T T e e e e e L LN R T e mm s e maen e e —— e e

t‘ﬁnhrlul Marcel, Crrative ¥ldelivy, trane, Mobsrr
Ranthial (xw Yorvs Yarvar, Stravas ani Co,, 196h), p, 227,

I’Vdu. lf' ’171: ' . ~
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to (1) a prewsntation of a wketch of Junp;ru' foundactonal thinking,
‘This presentation ln‘folloﬁad by (2)‘; bhrisf diuculuton of . the |
notion of extstencial cruth_dﬁ?cﬁ flows from such foundations and
| (3) a review of wome critical questions which must he raised ahout

. them,

1 |
Hscauns the character af Juspars’ fnundu:lnﬁul thinking
tn not o acratghtforvard or unconplicated as the image of "founda-
tlona' might suggent,; some prelintnary remarks are BAPTORT ate hy
way nf7}u|ruducr!hu, The Lurm.“u(unduqqunkqﬁ comen Lo 4he fore tn
Jugpgru' later writings - - in the krrnrr nf Von ﬂq[1Uuh[hn1[‘lﬂ
nrglnﬁTakn‘rhn foundatione for a4 comprebens{ve philasaphiteal logte

And In subdaguent worke (tnetuding Mt donophtcal Fatth and Havelat ton)

.

wheare hie employs (he catapnries firat fully developad in Ve dar .
th[hnip.ﬁ It returs spscitically 40 that "haatc phit Yaaophitcat

bnowladi! wiitch $s oo "aluctdat Lo of the ahicompisaning' tn s

t

varlons moden, ' Yat Jaspers ' toundet tonsl thtnkbong can tu no way

s tat et with hits great care to oavotd tan mach
Ctermtiedogteal practoton,' fanpurs apuabe wpally of o Grondpe-
Aanbas (otugulars Foundat Lol Plaanghit or thidubktag)y, of Grimps -
danban (plursds foundir tenal {dsay bo 0f aophd Punaphidnrhe Grimde- .
whnnun (i "laote phi losoghitesd knowledpe" wivkeh, however, e

CeAp ety rantruaty with buiwbesdyn A ths ardtinry benee of
"cogat , generally wal (4 ot tan " e, B, p, ) ar more
penarially of o Heoban der Urogprunwe (Hdnbing of or 1o nriging)

ad a It bunogdite ea gyt Fenrdon (philnanghy at the encompass tng),
.f, Uﬂw, au 24,'2“, ?U, 42, 44, 1y, ‘

: 6hnn mgretfenda, the "encompaas ting". (or rhe "eompreienstve -
as 10 16 nonat binee tranalated) fa the tern dAevilaped by Jpspers ro
deatpnnt e the never grgepabile presence of *hetn® ae Lhe source or
arigin of that which wppears aeearding Lo varfous {rreducihle modes
Whehin the nubject-abyecr dichntomy of sxpericnre, Of, helow pp,
121~12¢4, :

-
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be consntrusd as anmsching limited to‘or nevly davalop-d in that

later work., All of his phtlhuophtcal work im, as “wiready nated,

an attempt te think syscematically to and from th ut bhaste

foundationms of the human uttuacion.7 Thin, of courss, {w aspecially

.

trus of his two mawterworks, Phitlosophie lﬂ{q?gg_pur wuﬁihut;. And
while the questtion ot cha'tulutinnuhtp of tqnuu two warks iw a
falcinntinu and impurtané duuuctnp for uchnlu;uhib davoled ®o
Jaspurs' life and the devalopment of his philosophy, whatli; uigni-
ficant for pressnt purposes to their eswential unity as uxpruuﬁlnnu )
of cthat utngl# mnvumuhc af toundational ihinklnu yhtnh achieved
various forms for various purpoaes throughout hiw uork." Thua the
idea of foundatfonal thinking under conuiduruclun'ﬁuru {w not

Hnited £o ons work oF one period of Jespers' work, It s the

contralling sat pfffhpu« which pervade sall 6f that work,

-~ -
- i

-—— n oyt e oy - —

r

Tae ope point Jaspars notes that he had at vartous
times mades four diftferent atrvempte ot 4 "systeansric ontitne"
of hia thaught, CE, OMP, p, 15K, Even more signtifleoant are
the nimerous fnatanca of "ryplcal saquenced of foundat fonal
thinkfng" from vartous angloes or points ot depeartores horl
withtin vach of rhe major warks and throughout the shorter
writinga, Of,, ror sxemple, ViAW, pp. 29-6t, W71-002; Ih T,
PRe =405 Fh L, ppe -2 OMEF, e P55 BRE, pp, 1270
FE, pp. =29, ! -

f, ! L .

fianur, Far! Jaapnra, . 008, Much, of course,” nueds
e he pald ahour the complaa of vartous tnternal fnterrelat fons
hatweun these two meuslve works, G, for taetancl, Lhe tmpor-
Cant wrticta by Krnae Mayer, “"Fhtlowophta wnd philasophache
lopth st Jawpors " An tianar, wd,, Varl Jaspers th der ncansion,
PP 226242, 40 munt sufflee hesre to conpare Shedc vemariable
Cundty, vet frreducible difterance, to twn misfeal compautrions by
tha safie mastur - - writien yoars afart, with diffarent framewnrbs,
yet employing most of tha same themen and somebow arhfeving the
samn of fect,  As TO llerte waya (pp, 20-22), ey Inrsrpeostysta
withour repeat ing wach nther, and muraally presuppans spch ather,,,.
there fo perhaps o dtfforance of intlect ton’, o dlaplacement ot -
accent, hut carcalnly no rupfure, nor sven properly speaking, an
avolutton,"” '

-
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This potnt‘ub&ut the fundamental unity of Jampers' .
vnrioul ﬁorkl can be mads tn anothsr way which will further
charlncurltn the notion of foundational thinklng. -Althaugh
mention ot "cnntrolllng. founductanul tduun" might eanily
"Ba tukan to uuuuauc woma haslc na: of doccrincn. Juupu;!
clearly does not {ntend that his Grundjedanke be understood
fn that way. |

All pnii wuyns of the hauic knngluduukuru
- Linked with o lnowladps of fieing, Thay
were antologlen, Our modarn basic knowlsdye
- Can twake no wuch cladm; !tu‘fhnrautur 1u : .
] )
. diffsrent,

An & movement nf thought, foundutionasl thinktng nluarly and
~

necassarily 4HVUIVnu contenty ar centrally recurring 1duuu und
¥

thumes , and  wuch lduun, thuuLhr uynlumu!!rully. #ro oanily

- -

wchenatfzod alfter the manner of a basle sut ot doctrious. Yot -

for Jaupers, an already umud, slthouph fdeas, theught st ructuros,
. C
and tuachinge ars neceswary, ”lhu peint of refurence Mow uot

v ) . )
fu tha dnrlrlnu ftoclt, but tn the posatble goeal of tha nm!lnu."l(

The tdeas or (:unlt:nlt_s ofs thought are Inst rumsnt s for tha aceompltob-
ment of that movenent , ks "a addar which fu to e glvoen up nfrar
i tu lumd.”“ The result fo "ot an oxpoundatile doctrine bt a

mavement of thought, o wovement 1o be entored dntoa . o . If one i

.
-

12 . .
to wnderatand fte meaning," tuch a mwoveneot of thought” cannot

-~

P, g, 67,
<
10g), I, p. 18,
TR '
) g, I, p. W,
-
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be captured in any final set of doctrines, 23 something won and
possessed. It can oaly be commmicated iadirectly, through various

and différing systematizations of foundational thinking. Thus

Jaspers’ foundational ideas are conceived and exployed in a manner
. oo ‘

vhich seems deliberate designed to frﬁstra:e the hﬁnser for ©
doc:rine and to necessitaze their being thought (in-the active and
susgestive sense of "thoush: chrough")

-

In one sense, then, there is and can be no one Grundgedanke

.because that which such thinking intends -.- the basic, the growund,
being - - cannot be knowm. Even Jaspers foundational :hinkin%)
taken (as here) ss a léosely unifiéd'wholg must finally, he insists,
" be seen aot as Ehé_sole foundati;n; but only as a fpundatioﬁal
thinking. It remains in principle incomplete, .in suspension
(Schwebend) 2%  Yet for qaépers tbe,nssential unity of this |
thinking is found in its.dialectical charaéter as "in:ellqstual
operations which transcénd‘the linits of the knowadle . « « SO that
through these limits we become aware of the phe&omenality of empir—i

ical existence and hence of the encompassing nature of being, thus

entering into the area of faith.“ls This dialectical movenent

s absolu:ely central concepts of “transcendence"
and “encompassing," for example, designate not objects, but

directions of thinking.

8%, p..802; PFR, pp. 82-83, 85-89.

-

lsPSP PP. 25-30. TForx consistcncy of usage throughout

the present work, the translation of Ungreifende here (and else-
where) has been .changed from "comprehensive” to "encompassing."

PR TPy Fa- ¥ - 0 el
:
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of transcending in thought beyond thought 1s, as Dufrenne and
Ricoeur note, “the fundamental operation™ of Jaspgxa'philoaoéhy.le
It is the central, wmifying movement in that recurring pattern of
ideas which constitutes a foundatiomal thiniing or a “basic
philosophical knowledge.“17 Its goal is "not the cognition of
an object, but rather an alteration of our consciousness of
Being and of our ianer attitude toward. things."18 It is a R
transformation of éonséiousness, a (self-) criticai turﬁabout
fﬂmuendung) vhich clarifies our basic human-situatioq, Ehe limits
of knouiedge, the possibility and ;a:uré of faith, and thus ﬁhe

possibility and nature of religious,truth.lg

A. Fund#mcntal Situation, Basic Questions

Lest, however, such preliminary chaéacteri;ation of.
Jaspers' foundational thinking\remszin too abstraét, it becomes
necessary {9 turn to the actual{contents of a typical pattemm
of such thinking which begins with a3 description of thelbasic
situation of human existence. Ja#pers is fond of quoting a

story told in Bede's history which compares "men's present life
]

160p.cit., p. 3./ )

%TAs will be seen below, the idea of transcending is

at once, inseparabdbly, "tyanscendental" (or critically self-

conscious of the conditfons of thought) and “transcendent" .
(in moving beyond the Yimits of knowledge). Key texts de- .
scriptive of this trapscending are to be found in Ph.I, pp. '
?6-89; Ph III, pp. 30-39;-V4W, pp. 35-42; PFR, pp. 74-82,

188, p. 75. CE. Ph I, pps 1, 34. _
Lprr, pp. 76-78. - : .

.

PP
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on earth" with the ﬁicture of a medieval hall; a blaziag fire

varming .within bdut.dark night and a raging storm outside.

Then a sparrow flies in and swiftly flits
through the hall, in one door and out the

other. For the moment of being indoors it

is safe from the wintry blasts; but after

the quick passage through the short, pleasant
span it disappears from sight and returms

from winter to winter. So too this human

life is but like one single instant. We do

not know what has gone before nor what will
‘fbllow.zo

Foundational thinking begins with this basic situation of the

momentary.‘efer changing, fundamentally &ark or problematic

character of human exiScence. or, perhaps better said, it

besins with the fundamental experience of the inescapable

situatedness of human existence.

When I become aware of myself I see that
I am in a world in which I take my bearings . . .
I wonder and ask myself what really is. For
all things pass away, and I was not at the
beginning, nor am I at the end . . . though
I can neither fully grasp my situation nor
see through its origin; the sense of it
oppresses me with a vague fear. I can see
the situation only as a motion that keeps
transforning me along with itself, a motion
. that carries me from a darkness in which I
did not exist to_a darkness in which I
shall not exist.?l

F

Jaspers' starting pointiclearly reflects the insecuri;y;and
anxiety of the present age, vet it ia not 1uce®;1mply as a
reflection of contemporary experience. That expefigpce. rather,

is itself a reflectior of the truly fundamental and thus perennial

20prR, p. 4: c¢f. CT, pp. 12-13.

21py I, p. 44 (frcm the opening lines of Jaspers'
Philosoghv .

-90~-
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human situation - — a sftustion too easily forgotten in the
uelf—decéiving securities of less :taubled agcs.zz Jaspers both
echoes and calls upon the great traditions of religion and thought
.in describing this ba;ic. as y;t not analyzed, experience of the
fr;gmgntary. incomplete, “irres{stably-fluid" and thus threatening
character of the human si:uation.23 'Ié is not an experience of_
vnity, vholeness, or being, but of the “toraness of baﬁns" |

—

(Zerissenheit des Seins) in endlessly changiag appéarance.zA "The

fact ii)that we are everyvhere confronted with fissures, cracks,

vhich somehow penetrate the presumed integrity of being.“zs-

22y Jaspers' preference in his writings on history
for those periods and persoas caught in critical- change since
they are moments of disillusioned clarity about the fundamental
human situation. The paradigm for all such moments is, of course,
the Axial Peried. : :

-

-

23pmR, PP. 4-5; CT, pp. 12 ss.
24yaw, pp. 703, 871-874; Ph I, pp. 47-48.

25Marcel, p. 250. It is worth noting that while Jaspers'
further analysis of this basic situation is presented in less dark,
more abstract terms such as "fundamental limitations," "basic antimonies,"
and "the subject-object dichotomy," the basic experience seexms one
of almost unrelicved alienation. Thus the world is in constant and
“"jrresistable" flux (Ph I, p. 43=4); it is "dark," "disjoinated,"
"depleted and entangled" (Ph I, p. 59); ever phenonenal oxr objective,
it seems a “prison" which shackles freedom (PFR, pp. 77, 79). This
darkness is seen again, later, in the centrality to Jaspers',chinkins
of the boundary situations of death, suffering, strugsle, ggilftfand
more generally of "the dubiousness and historicity of all-cxistence”
(Ph IX, pp. 193-222). Thus while there are clear paralled§ between
this evocation of the human situation and "the great traditieas of
religion and thought," there may well be other significant parallels
with the heretical traditions of gnostic thought. C£., for instance,
Hans Jonas' essay "Gnosticism, Existeatialism and Nihilism." in The -
Gnostic Relipion (2nd ed.; Boston: Beacon Press, 1970), pp. 320-.
340, which does not refer directly to Jaspers, but contains
suggestions not irrelevant for understanding Jaspers.

-

»
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Yet there is, so to speai. another, equally fundamental
component in this basic situation descrided by Jaspers; Existence .
{3 prodlematic or questionable %o human expe:;ence because‘tﬁat- .
e¥perience iﬁ alvays already founded in a question or a quest for
that unity vhich overcomes fragmentation or that whole vhich grounds
cons:ané flux. The exﬁeriencg of e;istenéé as fundamentally

problematic presupposes even as it awvakens the possibility of such

basic questioning. The eiperience and the questioning are the two

;7inseparable and interdependent components of the basic situation:

—

Reither is given automatically or necessarily. The? do not arise
as such in the daily "getting and spending“ of empirical exfﬁience.‘
(Dasein), nor is their significance demonstrable to the “clear and
distinct™ calculations of consciousness-in-general (§euusstsein
Gberhaupt). Yet éhe shoeck of events.may plunge awareness to ;

deeper level, awakening that questioning which "changes man's
inn;t c§ndicion."26

Such questioning can, of course, take many forms.
Jaspers typicall& structures his writings at different times
aroxnd different sets of basic questioné. There are these
"formulated by Kant with, T felt, moving simplicicy: l. What
can I know? 2. What shall I do? 3. What may I hope? 4. What

is man?"27 Again there i3 the threefold exploration of the

26 -
PFR, p. 4. Jaspers cites Augustine's testimony to

the depth of such questioning: "I am cast into the world . . .
I have become a question unto myself. . . ." PFR, p. S.

270MP, pp. 139, 142-152. Jean Wahl notes how the three
volume structure of Philosophv corresponds to Kant's basic questioning
about world, soul, and God. La Pensee de l'Existeace, p. 78.
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question of being, the question of truth, and the question of -

28

reality. Or in most abbreviated form there is the single

‘ Grundfrage,*whaﬁ ia Being?“zg In whatever form, however, such

basic questioning is not cogcerned with matters of fa;t.
questioning about this or that. It arises, rather, at the
limit of factu;l kgowléése or worldly activity and is a limit
or'béundary ﬁuescionins (Crenzfrage) abou:lthe'whole or origin

or grodhd of the realm of facts and activity., In the flux of -

* time it is a question about that which transcends time. Within

the multiplicity of truths (Rinh:igkeit) it seeks truth (Wahrheit);

in ‘the diversity of rtali:ies (Realitdt) it seeks reality .

(Wirklichkeit); amidst beings (Seienden) it seeks being (Sein).

Even more noteworthy, perhaps, is the fact that such

basic q?estionins is not disinterested metaphysical speéulation.

-

"If it is true that the problem of the human situation is slvays

a metaphysical question, it is equally true in reverse . . . that

the metaphvsical problem of Being is an existential questiou."30

It is a deeply, passionately interested quest, arisiﬁg more in
dissatisfaction and anxiety than in wonder. It seeks not simply
to know more, but to be more. It arises from the inner awakening

of the fundamental passion of reason (as distinct from

28pE, p. 4.

29vaw, p. 35: cf. pp. S71-902. :
3°Samav, p. 4. Thia, as Samiy notes, is the thesis

of Gabriel Marcel's previously cited interpretative essay on

Jaspers' thought,

-93- ,



undera:anding or conaciouaness-in—gene:al) and of Existenz or freedom.S; /

It is inseparably the drive to know and the uill to be -- the
deep and restless passion of the self “to think, to act, :o live
so that salvation" will be_a:tained.32

Thus the basic-situati;n vhich constitutes the point of
" departure for Jaspers' foundational thinking already involveg'an
i;nef and transcending movement of thought. The séartiné point
is not automatically apparent and cagnot be demdns:rgted objectiﬁely. -
It rests, rather, upon that inner awakening and c:ansforgins of the
self which is at once an avaéenesa'of the fragmgncatioﬂ and dark-
neﬁs of the human situation and a quest for ﬁhat which overcomes
fragmentation and darkness. The polarity of subjecg and objeét,
of self and world, around which all of Jaspers' thinking is
strpttured is already plainly in evidence, as is also that
téizzon between situatedness in the world (iﬂ the polarity of
subject and object) and quest somehow beyond the world whicﬁ
proviﬁes the dynamic for that thinking. It is already clbar; too,

that the real center of Jaspexrs' thought is that inner source or

~force which is constitutive of the (autonomous) human self. As

31Jaspefs' term "Existenz" will hopefully be clarified

in subsequent discussing of the foundational thinking. It
stands in contrast to Dasein, which Jaspers uses to mean
"empirical (human) existence' - = getting and spending, knowing
and doing. "Consistent with the practice of- Jaspers' translators,
it is here left ‘untranslated,. just as Jaspers hipself did not
attempt a translation into German when he took the term from
Kierkegaard's Dantsh,

32PFR, pp. 5-6. Cf. VdW, pp. 356, 965.
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Marcel observes, “for Jaspers'itlis oniy ia the levei of possible
existence /Existenz/ that a passion is engerdered vhich causes’
the question of being in it3elf to issue into an act vhich S

transcends all objectivicy.“33‘ .

B. The Critical Turn

-95-

Yet if the anfgropocentric turn constitutive of contenporéry.

thought is already evident in the starting point of JasPers founda-
tional thicking, it becones. as critZeal tum, the. explicit content
of the first step taken from that poinc of departure. For while he
calls upon the great traditions of.religign and thought to evcke

the basic si;uation, Jaspers moves immediately thereafter to those

"new conditions constitutive of present life and':hqgsht“ for

further clarification of thar situation. Thus while foundational

thinﬁins begins with the awakening of basic questions, it continues

" pot in direct pursuit of an answer to those questions but by

critical reflection on the questions themselves.3% It was possidle ~

for traditional philosophy to be "both naive and truthful" in the
direct pursuit of meéaphy;ics.'but those new conditions outlined
in the previous chapter gnd referreq to colleqtively as the rise
of critical consciouspess preclude such directness.33 It is, in

fact, only {n the failure of such pre-critical pursuit of

3392' Cit-. p- 4-3—

3drrhe question is: What is being? The question to this
Question 1s: how can I and how must I think of being?i" _Vaw, p. 37.

35pE, pp. 16-17. ] .

-



fundsmental questions that critically conacious and truthful |
bhiloiophyr(and religiﬁnj’canlaxile todly.35 |

| Such §ritical énnaciousnec# is manifest, of co&:ae. in
various forms, It is present npit generally in the<diffuse climate
of skepticisa and doub:-characteri;tic of the present érinis. It
is present more specifically and more fuﬁdaneﬁ:ally—in the rise of

_historical consciousness and the corresponding loss of the sense of

ﬁorld as nature, as purposeful whole (cosmos and telos) within
vhich man might ultimately find bea:inss. albeit gftef.great |
,vrestling vith the fundanental questions. Thus the ubrld has

. come to seem not just provisionally fragmented, but fundamentally
disenchanted. The eﬁdless diversity of indifferent objects into
which man is thrown remains ;ilent. It mediates no presence,
holds no echo of a word which might sgeak an answer to the crucial
questions arising from the human siﬁuation.37 Such answers, ’
rather, arise in abundance from the realm §f human history. Yet
the very plurality of the answers, or the heightened modern

consclousness of that plurality, casts critical doubt on the

possibility of any real answer and makes the basic questioning

36ph 1, p; 4S.

375 noﬁ!ﬁ above, p. 66, nn. 67 and 68, Jaspers himself
does not so much focus on, as presuppose this shift in the
understanding of world from “world as nature' to "world as
history." Xarl Lowith notes that the one thing which unites
the various philosophies grouped together as "existentialisa"
is the "modemn destiny™ that "the physical universe . . . is
present only as the insignificant background of man's forlomm
existence" and "the negative experience that man has no definite
place and nature within the natural universe." The world for
such thinking i{s "our world . . . & vorld without nature.”
L8with, Nature., Historv, and Existentialism, pp. 103-104.

: . 2” .-
HEYRTONE ERE S

i



-

1:$el£ ;een a futile e;n:cise;

| For Jaspera; this critical tum which brings :he‘baaie
'question; themselves into question receives its sharpest focus'
from the experience of modern sclence. Yet it is above all
'reflecti;; on the character.of that science which Qetvea not
gicply to cl#tify the limits of knowledge, but actually to
pernit the recovery, with greater clarity than wvas previously
_possible, of those basic questicas in which the transcending
- of thought and fa;th.origina:es. The emergence of science. in

other words, has forced a critical re-exazmination of the ways of

Joowing and seeking truth, The classical (western) differentiation

of philosophy and theology has been expan&ed to the "modern tri-
partition™ of science, philosophy, and théolosy.3$ The Tesult
is not a negation of the possibilicy ;f‘phiIOSOphiéal and re-
ligious truth, but a critical clarification of the nature or
logic of that truth vis-d-vis scientific truth.

~Jaspers' full discussion of science is lengthy and
complex, and has been itself the sudbject of detailed s:udy.39
Essential for present purposes is, first of 211, the realization
that scientific knowing has inescapably or irreversibly become the

normative paradigm of knowledge as such. To know fully is finally

3SPFR, P 50, . /)
~/

-

39ce. Ph I, pp. 120-225; RAR, pp. 7-37; OGH, pp. 82-95;
and the article “'Philosophy and Science" in WW, pp. 147-167.
On Jaspers' understanding of science, cf. James Collins, "Jaspers
on Science and Philosophy™ in Schilpp, pp. 115-140, and Samay,
PpP. 71-135.




. to know scientifically. This 13 not, of course, to?c_tqj the’
knoul;dse given in the 1inedia£e e;pe:iénce and enjoyment of
present and particular rgali:ies.‘o Yet the human &ri;e to
truth pushes beyoad such imediacy in quest of cogent certainty
and universal validity regarding the regula:iciga and inter- .
' connections of_isinss and events. It pushes, 1nloth': vords,
to rigorous inquiry by means of clearly defineaigssﬁzds'in the
gathering and assessing of evidence. Thus “the ain of scientific
inquiry . . . 1s to bring the objective evidence to a clear
condition; where it inposes itgelf npén tﬁe impartial nindlui:h
compelling force."¥l It is, in faqt;'ﬁhe note of.cps;ncy (and "
thus of univérsal, because eégent. validity) which Jaspers
stresses as the most central characteristic of écientific know-
1::4:131:_.4"‘2 Yet he takes gte;t pains to debunk che"caricatuxe
- of absclute cogency purveved by the popular misconception of
science 3s some monolithic (#luost magical) system of
absolutely certain tfﬁghs. Cogency remains an ideal which
guides scientific endeavor, but is in.fact always relative

and 1imited.é3 it is the very ideal of cogency which requires

]

4OPFR; P. S,

“1¢o1ltns, p. 118. Cf. pp. 125-6: “the scientific
interest 1s to secure the maximum ¢larity, logical necessity,
universality, and cormmunicability in its determinate object.
Scientific inquiry is guided by the idcal of rational objectiv—
ity, guaranteed by evidence that is universally valid and com-
pelling in a universal way." .

. .
“2ph 1, pp. 123-127, 163-164. Cf. Samay, pp. 89-92.

43"I acquire cogent insight, but the cogené& does not
becoze absolute." Ph I, p. 122; cf. pp. 123-126.
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. elarity and def’m:?eé.'acmumgo the differences in
realms of knuﬁdn;.;:;d t0c5urae to particular methods appro-
priate to puue_uiu- realns of obj'ec_ts. And 1t 1s these
characteristics of the actual sclences which stand in marked
contrast to the wyths of scfentism.*® There is no one
Science., There are, ra:her,.tbé various sciences in‘onch of-
which the goal of cogency 1s achieved, or at béa: approached,
byrthe methodological limitation of Enquiry to particular,
relative fields or perspectives or realms of objects. “The -
cigﬁifiéxnce of modern science is "the idea of compelling, o
generally wvalid cognition proceeding by specific methods,
progressing infinitelﬁ,‘bu: always particularly . . . .“&5
if, then, scientific knowing is fhe zormative paradigm

for all knowledge because of {ts compelling, universal validity,
it attains that character,ﬁreciselj because it is alvays and in

pr;nciple lisited. It is limited by always specific and diverse

horizons of theory and method and by the consequent endlessness

of po;sible inquiry which makes any unity or universal system

A&Jaspers traces those aberrations of scilence which
claim the possibility (or the actual possession) of a completed
systen of total knowledge (Totalwissen) to that fascination with
modern science which entered the realm of properly.philosophic
thinking above all through the influence of Descartes, Today,
despite the significance of the sciences, accurate understanding
of the nature of science is "exceedingly rare" vhile the
various pseudo-scientific forms of supposed total knowledge
are a pervasive danger. OGH, pp. 93-96; cf. RAR, passim.

aSPFR, p. 31. OGH, p. 87: Science is "the real -
investigation of questions that are always determinate and
particular.". o
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of knowledge inpossible.és lbre fundmntally-, it is limited - f , :
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because cnly that which 13 definite can becone an objact of
our knouing.“47 Only :hat which appears Oor comes to_foo 1n‘

:ﬁo forms and categories of thougoé can be known. Io/daspers‘
preferred Xantian teroinology. only the'phenomenal.ié knowablé-§8 -
Thus while tesea:ch'nakes "a presupposition of the knowability |
of the world,"” this presupposition is only corgectly understood -

to mean “the knowability of objects in the world“ and not “the
knowability of the world as a whole.“ﬁs Ihe “world as a whole"

is nQt only never attained in the endlessness-of decerminate .
-inquiry, it cannot even be thought uithou: contradictions. It

is, rather, as Kant showed, a limit-co%cept or a regulative

idea uhich serves to guide or lure th :htus: of knowledge toward
mity, but can never itself become an{object of knowledge. 50

The world that can be known is the phen al realm of ondlessly
diverse objects. "All our knowing zemains in the world ‘;-md |

never attains the world . . . for our knowing the world is

6ocH, pp. 83-57. cf. Pn I, pp. 127-135.
dlvaw, p. 97.

éSP‘:"R p. 7; CT, p. 8. Thus the ground or source
whence things appear is not itself kmowable. We - know beings,
but not being. "To our cogni.ion 'Being in itself’ s a
boundary concept, not an object.™ PFR, p. 7. It is inportant
to note that at this point Jaspers moves from a description of
scientific knowing to a philosophical (kantian) interpretation

of the nature of knowledge. —

9%vaw, p. 96, cf. ocu, p. %.

SQvdw, pp. 96 sS.




fragnented (Zerisa
Thus clarity ‘about the nature and lisniticance of aeienca --

uhat Jaspers calla the “univeraal acientitic apptoach“ or the .

_lcientitie attituda“ (Hisaenachaftlichkeit) as diatinet from the

sciences th&nselﬁas. and what is here more generally referred to =
as "eritical consciousness" - - leads to clarification of tﬁ; basic
human situation ;nd of thoee,fund?nental questions eﬁcrging in

that situation. Initially that clarification seems encireiy |
negative. The basic queations afe not only unanswered, they

seen unanaverable. Any claim to know answers to such questions
about the human situation as a wvhole can today result only from
self-deception. I; i3 no longer possible to be both "naive and:
truthful." Critical clarification of the nature of knowledge
shows such baiig-queaciona to be limit qﬁzations. not simply

in the sense that they arise at the limits of epecific, this-
worldly knowing and doing, but in the more !;ndaﬁen:al apnhe

that they point bejond the boundaries of knowledge a§ sﬁé;.

As far as we can know they ave empty, indicating nothing but

our limitation to the objective realities of this world - -

“"our 1nériaonment in appearance."52 They would seem aa.futilﬁ as

the quest for the inviaible sifdener in ?lcw'a interpretation of

: 3L ¢T, p. 7.  While Jaspera can speak of “the real, vich,
glorious, and terxible world" (PFR, p. 7.), in fact the world as
knowable is finally the same fragmented endlessness which provoked
fundamental queations. It ia reminiscent of Pascal's dark evoca-
tion of human life cast adrift in the infinities of space and time.
Cf. Li¥with, Nature, History, and Existentialism, Pe 103«

SzPFR, p. 7.

3101;‘» '
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the: infanous pareb1e53

- = unanswersble in prineiple and thual
izlogieally neaninglese deapite';he aeeﬁing-eignifieaeee with wvhich
.thej arise in the basic eieuatioe. rﬁ the darkness of that
. situation, then, the light eindled by the spark of the basie
”‘queationa would de extinguished by ehe cold breath of criticism,
Yet unlike Flew, Jaspers thinking does not terminate
uith thia first critique of the basic questions. In fact, as °
'noted above, it might be said to begin in earnest 0513 with the -
o initial failure of :hese questions. Fbr uith Kant, the denial
- of ke;b dge is a preliminary elarification vhich makes room for
faith -~ = or‘-#\ie accurately. for the possibility of freedom
within vhieh,fi;;h migkt arise. It descroys the misunderstanding
Qwhereb; the basie quescions are thought of as continucous with the
quest for knowledge. Yet this disillusionment makes possible a
shift or trahsformagibn of canscioysness, an inner awakening
evhereb§ the basic questions may now be authentically appropriated
| as a quest for truth (Wahnheie) other than the correct and cogent
truth (Richtigkeit) of knowledge.54 | ‘
There is, of course, no proof no universaliy eompelling:
argument or evidence at this junetuge in the critical tumm of .

)

Jaspers' Grundggﬁanke. Throwm back upon oneself in the fragmencﬁd

®omys

datrkness of the world without the seeuriey of eloar and objective
anauera to one's fundamencal Questions, it may not be possible to

‘nake the paeudo-enlightened ¢claim of positivisn that the hupan

53New Essays in Philosophical Theology, p. 96.

54PFR, p. S1. .



~situation as a uhole 1a'exhaue:ed ey the empifiEaIIy khoﬁeble.

It 1s poesible. hovever. to - temain (with Flew) in an asnoscic

. stance. Indeed such a stance. has the seemdng honesty, ‘even

nobility, of a elear-heeded acceptance of‘linitationa:o the human
rld of knouing and. doing. and of refusel to 1ose oneself in |

endless :heological controversy" oxr “me:aphysical and mystical

e —— -

" TFor Jaspers. however. it is precisely the refusal

nonsense.

4nade by such "passive agnos:icism? vhich constitutes a loss of

oneself 1n the real endlessness of "knowing and doing w33 Thus,

for instance, seientifie,knowins is, when taken‘by itself, aqn~

absurd endléssﬁe;a‘ih :né dual sense'of a ceaseless add pdrpoée-
Vs

- less accumulation oﬁfa nore detailed and diverse knowledge.

Reafusal to take seriously the fundamencal questions which arise

.1n the face of shch endlessness is not only a denial of that basic

will to uqity,and truth which is constf;utive of science,s6 but as -

such it is a;%ehial-of the self of-the scientist, or of that ﬁuman

debth_in cdétself whence arise doth that bdasic will to truth and
. the consedéent basic questions about the human situation.

- Eé%iily possible at this juncture, of course, is the
existeptggl exaltation of feeedom.or will in face of the world's -
endieshngas and the seeming undnswerabili:y of the basic questions.
; Jaspers‘gfejectién of such existentialism has already been notede

Purpo::fﬁs to rescue the self, the defiant claim %o abgolute

3

S5¢T, pp. 8-9. CE. Ph I, pp. 77-78.
56061, pp. 83-85.
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autonomy leads 1n -fact only to’ deapair. It'fragments the deepea:~-*?n~rf

‘sel€, turning £reedon asaina: reason, the will to.self asains: .
~ the will to :ruth. Denying the claimrof chose baaicrquestions

wherein the self aunkens :o itself it severs the reo: of human

seriousness. “Ahsolute independence dtives me to despair. T am,

‘aware :ha: as fla:ly se1f4based I uould have to sink into the

1
'

"Pm nS7 : - I

Jaspers himsel§ §3§ been accused of such irrationalism
championed in the face of the absolute limits of knowledge.sa
He would claim, however, that the eritical clarifica:ion of
knowledge leads not toAthe nesation of reascn, but te theropeg;ng
of possibilities for feescn deeper :h;nltheée of knewiedge. .The-
basic situation is not changed. Rather the inner awakening given

in that situation is radicalized. The basic questions can now be

understood as existential questions not simply in the evident

_sense.theh they are questions of deeply personal concern, but in |

, \
the more radical sense that they can only be answersd by that

depth of the self which Jaspers calls "Existenz." Said another way,

the failure of knowleege and clarity about it7 immutable limits
"open the possibility of 2 different type of question and answer,
a questing and f£inding which is not a matter of knowledge, though

it is preemiﬁently a matteerf reason and. tryth, and also of

37ph III, p. 6; ef. Ph II, PP. 173-174.

8Peter Wust early characterized Jaspers' philosophy.
. a3 an ‘batscheidunps Trrationalismus™ in Ungewissheit und
Wagnis (Minchen: J. KOsel ¥erlab. 4 ed., 1946), pp. 273-284
(originally published in 1937).

.:105;'.- o
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"Ireedpuhsg ‘?hioun back upon pnéaélf. viihouéhthe geeuritf of T
objective knoulédse. one is faced anew, yet with a clarity which

makes it seem as though for the firs:.tine. with :h; basic_qués- ‘

tions. ) § iz faced with the possibility of and need for\@ecision - -

nbé about :QEQ{Ot that, but about the ultimate gignifiqané; of one's

. entire existence and the significance of reality as ; vhole. In

such an iuakenins there i3, Jaspers insists, the possibility of a
non-cognitive, tﬁerefo:e non—cogeﬁt and not univeré;lizable. but
'nénetheles; true answer to tﬁe basic queations.so The?e ié, in other

- u;rds.‘the possibilicy of'fiith. It {s, then, the elucidation of

that possibility opened and cl;rified by the criciéal,turn which

constitutes the next step in Jaspers' foundational thinking.

Before taking that next step, hcuevér. it will be w?llx ’
to pause briefly since it is nov'éossiblc to clarify somewhat5£§rthe:
the way in uhicﬁ this foundational thinking was'previously-charac:et-“
izgd. The possibility of truth opened in critical reflection upon .
the fundaienc;l qQuestions is not s&mefhing which can be depons::n:ed
. or shown. it is, rather, a possibility which can be realized

‘-(ﬁrought to awareness as it is achieved) only in deed, in an inner -

L

-

~ %or Jaspers freedom is not arbitrariness or blind
risk or "an imagined possession of absolute frecdom.” Rather
"the substance of freedom is a pursuit of illumination." PFR,
P. 6. Put somewhat differently, "reason and Existenz are not
two opposed powers . . ., Each exists only through the opher,
They mutually develop one another and find through one another
clarity and reality." RE, p. 68. : -

S0°The truth that makes. ftself felt at the boundary
of sclence is infinitcly more than scientific correctness."
OAW. p‘ 1&8. b .
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action or movement of self-reali:ation vhich is an ac: of

truedon ‘because of the absence of coupelling knowledge. Nei:her

that which is intended in this action (the vhole, or ground

sought in the basic questions), nor the source of the act (freedum

or Existenz) can be lcnown..61 Thus 1:3 possibility. while opened

in critical reflection and wmade an object for thought- (buc not ...

for cognition)62 in the various pattems of thinking which seek

to elucidate, evoke, susgest. and even provoke }t, is finally

given only in the free, personal act in uh;ch ic is realized,

As act, moreover, it is never possessed finally in the way in 'which

imowledge might de said to-be attained It is. rather, alwavs

only historic realization, ;ver again to be reali-ed or reenacted. 63
It becomes clearer. then, why Jaspers insists that his

foundational thinking is nét a matter of ascertainable doctrine,_

but a movement of thinkinsi Its communicable thoughts would

eluclidate or suggest what cannot be known, only realized, and

that realization itself is an act, a moment in a movement

“

6luieh Kant, Jaspers finds the world, the self, and God
all "beyond the limi:s of knowledge." The sclf which can become
an object of knowledge, of psychological knewledge for instance,
ia not the never objectiffable depth of the self. That depth is
expericnced, beconmes present and thus is brought to awarcness
{inncwerden » only as ever historie action. as the exercise of
frcedom. "I do not bnow what I am {n the original transcending
Lo mysclf, but I come to the sensge that 'T am.'" Ph I, p. 85;
efl PhII, pp. 26-42,

6.2Ph 11, p. 3.

631: i3, in Jaspers suggestive allitcra:ion. "Durchbruck,
nicht Daver." vdW, p. 454; cf. pp. 710 ss,
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of thought or, bettet.yet. the action of ‘the movenant itself,
Fbundatioual':hinking. in ocher'worda. both as the communicable
thoughts and the inner action 1ndicated and suggested in those

thoughcs, is :ranscending, not in the ordinary sense that any

‘thought 1ntends an object vhich transcends the :hinking

subject, but in the Tore specific and fundamen:al sense that if
'hna#é £0 go beyond objectiveness.“éé‘ Yet thought* cannot‘nqye
"beyond“ objects of thought, except to that which becomes another’
object of‘é;; ._ Thus the movement of:though; "beyond" itself
mist return to, or better always remaiA within thoush:,-within..
the thinking of 6bjecps. It succeeés only inéofar as it.
constantly “circles," or ﬁoves as an endlessly dialectical
negation of itself which "stands on the boundary," *floating"

or "in suspension" (schwebend) between objectivity and the non-
objectifiablg.ﬁs It succeeds, moreoever, not simply as the
movement of such thinking, which by itself upuld be vacuous,

"It will be true only if it {s translated inﬁo concrete tran-
scending," only if it is accompanied by the “gecond wing" which
is personal Existenz.56 (And‘conversely the "second wing" would

be blind without such thinking as the presence of the first:)

The Grundgedanke is already such transcending, although
o ;

S4pn 1, p. 77
5pn 1, pp. 78, S0, 81 >
56ph 1, p. 78.

-
-
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perhaps not self-conaciously, in the first awakening of basic
questions, and the dialectic of :ranscendiﬁg continues thrﬁugh
the ‘critical turn to. the self-conscious avakeaing of Existens

\ - : . :
and the final affirmation of what Jaspers calls “"transcendence."

N

_fthe;p is onljgone transcending," but that single a;;ion'wnyibg
nai@ to have "tﬁraa modes (&hich) not only follow one inothé}. | 5
but eqch subsequent one gives new meaning to the Gnéﬂbefora.“sji CTer T e
Thus éheie is first of ;11 the critical transcending of objecciv—
ity in clarification of the limits of knowledée Qﬁd‘awa:eneas .
that the baa%p'quéations seek answers which are not poiaible
objects of knowledge, Even ip‘this firsﬁ mode, however, the
'point of transcending "is not so wuch to test the inadequacy

of objective representations as to transform oneself . v e s
It is an act upon'oneself vhich makes a man another man , , , ,"68
This 1u§er transformation becomes focal in the second mode of
transcernding, the el;cidation of Existenz as th;'fuli awakening

of tha possibilify of quest and answer which ar; no longer matters
of kqowledgc. In its turm, then, that awakenins'already contains
the completion of transcending in its third mpdé, in affirmation
of that transcendence which ias the ground of botﬁ objecéivity and
Existenz. It is these latter tﬁo and insgparable modes of trah-
acending which are opened by the criticai , and their elucida-
tiocn in thought is :hé subject of the next step in foundaéional

87pn 1, pp. 77, 82.

68Duftenne and Ricoecur, p. 5l.



is the object or soal of that :hinkias.)

°C. 'ﬁxisteex and TranseenQene;
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thinking (jus: as. :heir ‘realizaticn ia act, 1n posaible Exiscen:.

If-the Grundgedanke is not empty speculation but -

thinking as a'teal per;mef one's ov life, then"Eiis:enz (che
“aeeond-ﬁing“),is already present in that thinking as the source
of basic questions and of the drive to the limits of knowledge,

Just as transcendence is already‘present as the ancieipated goal

.. of these questions and that drive. Yet Existenz is most fully,

or self-consciously present (the self comes most fully or deeply
to itself) in what Jaspers calls limit or boundary-aituatioes

(Grenzsituationen). Put somewhat’ differen:ly. the self which

experiences definitive boundaries is not the praetlcal self

-

of everyday activity nor the knowing'self of object copsciousness.
It is Existenz. And as Exiseen: in bouné;ey situaeioes ic

stands, so to speak, always aiready Sefore or in relation to
:ranscendenee. "Thus to exist f—kisten z/ and to find oneself
before :tansceeeence are one and ‘the same, just as to experience
boundary situations and to exist are the sume."69 In Jaspers'

discussion of boundary situations, then, the completion of this

typical pattern of his foundational thinking can be found.7°

6Svelte, p. 46.

¢e, Ph 11, pp. 178-222. There clearly are many
differing elueidaticns of Existenz and transcendence throughout
the second and third volumes of Philosophy and throughout Von
der Wahrheit. The discussion of boundary situations is. selected
here as illustrative, not exhaustive, because it is an aspect
of Jaspers' thinking which has become rather widespread in
contemporary thoughe.

=X
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) ] For any human being, of couﬁff:;tQ exist means to be.in
ever changing’situations, to interacthwdlth o§e'a situationy to move
fronAdne,situacion to another. Yet this gpaeral-ai:ﬁ;ﬁedhess_of

existence iz not the same as a boundary aituvation.

‘lﬁbundary'situatioq§7 never change, except in
appearance,  There is no way to survevy them in
existence, no way to see anything behind them.
They are like a wall we run into, a wall on
which we founder,’l -t :

While we can change, even overcome par:icﬁ;ar situations by knowing

[

and doing, Bpundhry situations cannot be thus known, qcte& upon, -

and overcome. The&ﬂare experienced as boundaries only by Existenz

which is avakeped in them. They are fully experienced, in other

words, not by analysis vhich shows thém_tb be inescapable limits
“for &;1 human beings," but by a leap or shift to a uniquely
pe:sbnal.realization that they are Ex_bqyndaries. in which I feali:e
the finallpowerlessne;s of my thoughts and actioms, and‘perceive\
the fundamental precarioﬁsness of.exiécence as ay fq:e.72

The £irst ‘and- most fundamental of such boundary sitﬁatings

. is the inescapability of situatedness as such - - not as some

abstract principle'bu; as the realization of =y concrete; historical,
situatcdness, my determination in this particular si:ua:igu.;he:g;;_m“ o

. A .
not there, now not then, as msn or woman, with these parents, thig

-

71ph II, p. 178

72py II, p. 181. The need for and aignificance of .
this shift in perspective cannot, of course, be demonstrated -
to one who has not already experienced such a conversion.

e
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haficage.‘éﬁis religion (or mo religion), this language and
culgure.- i act;wi:§in thesemaituationszgo know. and change then.
Ytt-it is prcéisely“tn such action that I exp;rience my -
situatedness as ; boundary,-as inescapable, personal his:bxici:y.
I":emain ever-deterﬁined and particuqu even as 1 tfaﬁscend‘that
'deﬁerdlnation at least in knowing that itlis a bounda;}, "a wail

Qe run into." I can, of course, reject this awareness and lose
myself in getting and-SPénding. knowing and doing. Or I can
. awaken to the strange mystery of my;elf. ever limitedifimprisdned)
in the narrow confines of my particularity, and thus face "the
choiée in which I accept or réjec:.my definite existegce as oy
own,' in which I‘éutse or love‘my fate.?3 | |
Uithinlthis fundamental boundary situatién are other,

particular boundary Qituations. each throwing me baék upén the
strange reality of my uniquely individusl self and throwing thaﬁ
self into question. Thus the silent irreversibility of gggsg is
a boundary vhen“acﬁually experiénced in the death of one I love or
above alf‘in'the poas;bility of myrdéath. éo, too..suffe:ing as
my lot and constant companion bpcomesla_boundary in its inevitabilicy.

And 1in acéiondl expericnce both the absolute necessity of struggle
..and the unavoidability of guilt.’® Nowhere in the world do I

experience security or rest or harmony which is whole and unbroken.

73ph 11, pp. 188, 192.

-

75?0: Jaspers' clucidation of these particular boundary
situations, cf. Ph II, pp. 193-218,
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~ .In every boundary situation, I have

- the ground pulled out from under my -
feet, so to speak. There i3 no solidly - :
extant existence I might grasp as being. R

- There is no perfection in the world . ... T '
the boundary situations everyvhere show
existence to be 1nhe:ently dubious and
brittle . . . .75

The “dubiousness and historicity? of all existence, then, is

the final, most general bouhdary situation revealed 1n'a%l‘previoua .

pougdaries. Jasglrs refers to it as the “antinomic structure of
e%is:ence" vhere all completion 'is always pa:tiﬁl ;nd relative,

always countered by antithesis or negation: life by death, ﬁéace
by strugfle, Jjoy by hopeléss misery.76'

Boundary situntions, then.‘are a recapitulation of the

basic situation wherein foundational thinking originated. It is’

the same %rasmen:ationf darkness, and endless flux, but now
experienced more clearly as an absolute boundary ("like a wall
we run into") and, the same thing said differently, experienéed
as _z,houndary ("a wall on which we founder"). I experience myr
world, mU exiscence. the only reality which is reality for me,
as ever precarious and finally unreliable. I experience the

cons:ane threat“ or "menace" which drives me "to seek security"
and, finding none, to face "this absolute failure..which if I
am honest I caanot fail cS fecogni:g.“Tz

Each of the major bounddry situations dgécribed by

Jaspers is different, not simply reducible to an.instance of a

PSpn 11, p. 218.

7pn 11, pp. 218-221. -

77“". Pp- 21-22.
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jsenerll type’ (in epite of thei:.abh:evie:ed presenta:ion here). o
-And eaeh is actually expggieneed as a bouadaty only by individuala,

" in -the uniqueneaa of their lives. -Hbreover. as alteady no:ed. the . _.‘ i
actual experience is~for Jaspers finally ineffable, no: aouething ‘

‘uhich can be known. objeccively.78 A::empts to describe what happens

_ at the boundary will inevitably be faltering and different drauing.

'upon ideas; categories, and’ comperisons'from che realn of objec:ive

"-: thoushtiaﬂd from the diverse 1ansua§;s pecniiar to each particular '

historic*Sicuecioc. Thus Jaspers® own discussion is itself, and
k'self-consciously, only onersuch.a:tempt co poiot coéard the reality
of cranscending’in boundary situations. The experience leads, he
says, if ooe'does'coc'fleerfioﬁ'i:, to an absoluce'oaftins of'the}i
u:yat “When boundary situations are experieneed as such, there . T
are two possibilities. the way to nothing and :hg way to authentie
beieg n?9 ‘I am led to a brinK on which I founder, an abyss over
\uﬁich I am suspended, and am faced thererwith the basic questions
which were never more totally Ez_queotions, qocstioes~abou: the
total significance of my life and of the endless reality in-which
that life finds ﬂcself. f.ﬁm faced, in other words, with a racical
decision: defiance ofreccepcancc? absurdity or significance? nothing
or beingf |
At the Juncturc of this final decision, and it clearly
‘need be neither in fact nor description quite so dramacic as both
yd B 1
73?h I&, P. ™YThere is ne wav to survey them in -
existence, no way to see behind chcm.f To ‘know a boundary would
already be to stand outside or beyond it, in which case it would

"not be an absolute boundary.

e

¢

v, p. 880.
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breg*;v and Jaspers hortatory style make ic aee:n.80 two-:hinsé

are said to happen (or one thing with two 1nseparab1e aapeq;;
is realized) Existenz comes fully to itself, yet only by or in
reiatiqn to transcendence. I realize myself in an unsurpassable_'

manner aﬁ original, not'defined'by or in the world (although*

realized only‘in the world),

uni‘que destiny. 1 realize myself
in freedom, beEause this depth of individualigy is manifest '
finally in the moment of ‘deciwsion without neeessiey.or support.
Yet I realize myself precisely as re less dep:h ever seeging its
transcendence (or elee I would not come to myself it the boundary) .
And I come to assurance about self;being in awareness thet I.am
not my own ground, but that I and all of reality are indeed

grounded. In coming to myself on the path of freedom I come to

awareness -"that I do not have myself alone to thank for my ‘

. freedon either."S1- Rather:"Existenz can grasp itself in its own

freedom, only if at the same time, and in the same act, it will

perceive something other than itself.“_s" ] | s

Jaspers' formulations at this absolutely central point
are gtartlingly simple and straightfo;ward, No proof is possible; .
R . . ‘
no argument is attempted. The truth as he sees it is stated clearly,

SOij‘ or instance, his more detailed elucidation of the
“original motign™ leading to this decisive point in Ph II, pp. 228-
240, It would({scenm, moreover, that this decisive point might well
arrive and be met in a brief pause, an utterly simple act, the quiet
recall of assent or resolve in the midst of daily life and attention
to very otdinary. little things. ~

. - I‘

81py III."p. 5. J
82 -
. Ph III, p. 5. .

-
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: dlné;ﬁ‘dqsna:iéilly..,in coming to self at thp moment pf'ibadlutgl B

 ;;dac1sion 6n9“d££1:wa;onoa§1£ as.g:b#ndid;jas having :écatvnd oneself,

au:selt.rulatcd to tr;h;cendanee.-and thua-oné*ainultaneously -
- affirme the reality bf.tranlcepdenee a@”transcendencel(aa alvays

other, as that whith_;p_bu;'ﬁo:ﬂas what it is). Cases which would

Ll

seem to contriaict'éhis lffirmation are understood as beiﬁg. in_fact.
covert inatances ofiitﬁ The'auiéidc-ultimately a!!i:ﬁi the
radically other by hia total and abﬁoluto rejection of'ﬁresgnt‘
reality.83 So, tog, affirmations of "the way of nothing" are -
dialectical assertiens of the complete othemness of bcins.aA
And the attempt to ground freedom in itself &eantoya freedon.
The test of the posaibility of‘mv Existeﬁ:
18 the knowledge that it rests upon tran-
scendence. I close the door to my becoming
Existenz if I take it for being proper. . . .
I cannot take frecdom for the ultimate. s e
Confined to itself, even freedom withers e e a
Existenz i3 oither in re&gtion to tran-
scendence or mot at all.
Again, no proof is possible. The assertion itaelf is but
..an invi:acigp to enter into ‘the movement of this tranacending
- . ’
thinking, an invitatien to expericnee an answer to the basic
Questions in the ever momentary affirmation gilven at-the

culmination of that movement, at the boundﬁry.

-

fom

83yver Jaspera' underatanding of suicide s not
~ simpliatic. CFf, Ph II, PP, 262-273,

S‘de. p. 881, Jaspers' understanding of Buddhism,
for instance,- ia very similar to those who find its assertion
" of absolute cmptiness (fdnva) an affirmation of absolute tran-
scendgnee.  Cf. PFR, pp. 265-268; GP:0, pp. 416-433 (on Nagarjuna)
and T.R.V. Murti, The Central Philosophy of Buddhism (London:
George Allen and Unwin, 1960). : ‘

®pn 111, pp. 6-7; cf. P, pp. 256,

~
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D. Fatth o
| .-Fbunda:ionai?;hi;king.'th?p.—éuluigften in an affirmacion
of ;!anscenainéé."ﬂagter aaid,-;: ey;ninltés in'éhg “fulfiileé
abgolute coniciousuess" pffEx;ggen: as assurance of self in-rela-
tion to tr#nsccpdeﬁcé.asA Such'co;éciopsnéis 1s, in some of s

_Jaqﬁefs‘ many suggestive indicatibﬁé. 1oy¢.ngbaolute ﬁrust. |

" fundamental assurance, awaréﬁséa._aﬁd ascertainment. It is, in

the desighitibn which i3 most central for Jaspers' thought, faith -

as "love's explicit, conscious cer%&i#é& of being.“a? Foundaticnal

thinking, then, culmiﬂ;:es in f;ith;ga - : u.
Sﬁch.faith, a3 the plaficu&e Qill have it, stands in

contrast to knowledge. Yet the contfasc'ia misunderstood if :akenr

to mean that faith is beyond knowledge as its completion or before

knowledge as {ts.postulate or presupposition. Faith receives no

' 86Jaspera' elucidation of sbsolute consciouaneas follows
and completes that of boundary situationms. Cf. Ph II, pp. 223-254,
Absolute conscigﬁﬁgesa is not "consciousness of an object,” nor is
it "experience a8 3n object of psychology." It {s, rather, “some-
thing that I experience actively in my owh self-ascertainment as
fulfilled freedom, but I never have it before me as what it 1{s.”
It 1s "not the being of Existenz, but its self-assurance" because
,"it is for Existenz the assurance of being." Ph II, pp. 223-225.

8%h 11, p. 243, ct. PSP, p. 17: “Faith . . . is the

stantial act by which_transcendence becomes conscious in its
actu{tlit)'-" B . TR

aaRefcrenceto faith typically abounds throughout Jaspers'
writings. For explicit discussions of faith, cf. cspecially Ph I,
PPs 255-262; Ph II, pp. 243-246; OGH, pp. 215-228: and above all
PSP (Ce;man title Der philosophische Glauybe), pp. 1-46. In the
already cited book by Loonard thrlich, Karl Jasvers: Philosophy
.As Faith, faith s, with much Yustie¢, taken as the central notion
for interpreting Jaspers' thought. :




~;-—;¥_»vtsion.of'tﬁq auﬁgfaeﬁsoty,uhich gbhpieteﬁ knowledge.39  Naither L
_1s faith soms (a priort) néceiaary_;h#runiversal condition of
the poasibility of knowledge or conaciousness. 0 Yet faith does-

come- afteay knoviedga‘ig the sense :ﬁgt experience of fhe l{mits

-t

of knouiedge avakens the'poaﬁibilifi of faith.‘:ZPd it is prier

,;‘7 to all oﬁjectiﬁicauiqk.and ﬁediation ;n tﬁe sense that it is
original. It arisea.f;om an orié;n within and not as a hdnsequthe
of somethiné eise (whetheg'r;asbns or will);gl

Nor should the contrast of knowledge and faith be under-

stood as ao antithesis, as if faith constituted an irrational
altern;tive to or denial of knowl§d§e. On the contrary Soth
knoulédge and faith arise in the one will to truth which is : .
reason, and reason is indispensible to faich as it is %pseparable

“frém Existenz.%2 Reason is gchand guide ih the transcending
motion of faith. It forbids resignation and forgetfulness of R

basic questions, presses to the linmits of knowledge, féjects

-

ngaspers continually struggles apainst mysticisnm,
vhether as wordless union "out of this world" or as (consequent?)
vision received "in this world." Cf. PFR, pp. 264, 279-281;
Ph 1I, pp. 182, 244, 277 ss.; Ph III, 169 ss. Ehrlich, pp. 40-56.

9°Jaspers sides with Kierkegaard in the latter's critique
of this notion in both Schleicrmacher and Hegel. While he would
surely grant the presence of a vital (animal?) confidence as a
condition for knowing and doing, faith is neither generalized
nor necessary, but always historic and free. Cf. PSP, pp. 9-10.

ph 11, pp. 243, 245.

]
\ g“What Jaspers says of philosophy as one form of faith
is true more generally of faith as such: "Philosophy does not
live by rcason aleone, but it can take no step without it" (RE,
P. 131). The inseparabilicy of reason and Existenz is the central
theme of the lectures by that title (Reason and Existenz). cf.,
especially, pp. 67-68,




o
B -

. -

s ‘pralimih;tyior pseudoegﬁaueru; and drives to the depth ;ﬁd uwnity -
" of truth which 1a transcendence. The passion of self-being ;htch
s Existenz would lose itself in blind self-asserticn or fanatical
idaology without the continued presence of reason as its polar
complement. 'F;;:h as the consclousnesas of reaii:ed Existenz is
thus impossible without reason.”3

' Faith and knowledge are contr#schd. then, because they
are finall& incommeﬁsurate. Where knowledge is attainéd_ ‘ |
necessity and retained as possession, the shift at the iIZ:ts of
knowledée to the poséibiiity of faith opens Q‘féilm.RQO to speak,
of freedom and historiéity. Eaith‘is attained in an inner, free
-ac: of transcending. It is not retaiﬂed at all, but is an always
ﬁomentury breakthrough as the consciousness of (cver-again-to-be-
cnacted) Existens wherein the transcendent other through which man
exists is disclosed. Thus it ig\an answer to the basic quest, but
an answer given only in the continuing search "wheée this depth
has opened and the search as such has become a finding."ga

While Jaspers will even at times speak of this answer as a

Fce. PSP, pp. 42-45.

94Pn IIT, p. 4. Clearly the answer of faith is not
a8 permanent possession, but neither is it an absurd glorification
of merely endless searching as in Lessing’s parable where man
chooses “the cver-active search for truth" (even on condition
of endless failure) rather than "pure truth" which beloags to
God alonme. Jaspers' position sccks a via media between these

extremes. Thus Tilliette (p. 60) errs in cquating Jaspers and
Lessing.



i;‘:cvilation.?gsiléd more ginc;ully as & gift of';outﬁhinf-'
'-ine.ivcd.‘i:'ii drétvolntion of :rlnlecnddncn, of an ansﬁtr.uhich
alvays :tnninl other. -bayond our sraup. Tranacendqnca. as :ranlcen-
- dence, can only de actually atfirued in continuing search, in the '
uovgngnt of tran;;cnding avareness wh;thia Eaith. In the very
ftailura of the search to find an answer "the search as;ihch has
becona a finding" oihtha: which truly transcends. (Any other

;nlvtr Qould constitute in fact a negation of t:ansceu&ance.)

Sincea, moreover, Boundnriea are absolute and transcendence

that which really transcends, man remains always within boundaries - -

in the world. "It is in_existence only that I coma t:jia sure of
uyself, and thus of transcendence.“95 thc language of transcending
does not uean‘ﬁranaéending to another te;ld of another self (the
ghost within the machine), for any assertion of such another
realn would contradict the very idei;%I"tranaeendence. It would
constitute an objectification of that which cannot be ocbjectified.
There is, rather, only this world - - existence - - and in;ofar
as Existenz and transcendence are affirmed, they are affirmed

in the transformation of this ﬁorld. as depth or "vasishing

presence” which comes to appearance in the critical relativising or -

93pn II, p. 247. Generally, however, despite his
avoidance of fixed terminology, he reserves the_term "revelation"

to a religious, even exclusiyely Chriatinnﬁtaﬁtcaci\»CEJ OGH,

96Ph 11, p. 106. “"Dasein" is che German word vhich Jaspera
here and elsewhere uses, in contrast to "Extstenz," for refcrring
to concrete, this-worldly human “existenge."
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k-usp.ndins of knob!odgc and objac:-conaciounnoan. And faith, )

too, as eontciousnens of this :runa!ornation (or as the reality
of :rinafotund eonnciouaneau) 1a reali:ed'bnly*in cxiacenca. It
‘avakens only in thought and action anh comas to expressicn onlyiin-
the ca:egoriaa-6£ thought and action.i In other vords, Qﬁan is
r;alisod at.tﬁa boundary as faith comes to expression (returning,
8o to speak, from the boundary) in categories of.chought andlr

. action as bellef. While it is 1n.§iinciple':rue that subsequent
to the nesaiivu movement of ttanscenﬁing. and yet "prior.to all :
objactification. possible Existenz has a senae of tranacendcnce “97
it ia also true that the movement of thought cannot be arrested -

at a theoretical still point. It mﬁ;t find positive expresaion

in the world, in forms of objectification - - abowg all in the
great historic forms of rcligiﬁn and thought, by way of vision
‘1n,art. poetry, story and song, and by way of spéculation in the
constructions of philosophy and theologﬁr.98 The Inescapable
objectifications of f#ith‘a%e clearly not knowledge. They cannot
be identified with that which they expreas.gg Yet thc& afe'thc
indispensable medium of transcending faith - - in which it moves,
from which it springs, and to which it returns (to apring again).

Thus faith, as culmination of Jaspers' foundational thinking,

pn 11, p. 264.

98ph 11, pp. 244, 246-247. Faith {s inscparable
from “contents of faith." It is alwape "faith in something."
Cf. PSP, pp. 8, 24-46,

ggJaspeta essential protestantism is articulated in
his continual return to "the rule of tranascendence: 'Thou shalt
not make unto thee any falac image or likencss.'" PFR, p. 136;
¢f. PSP, p. 80.

‘)
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recapitulates the dialectical temsion characteriatic of the ‘
entire movement 6! that thinkins.' It remains “"rooted in tha,
vehicle of phenomenality': and thus, paradoxically, is an “alvays

mediated, forever new iunndiacy.“loo

Such, then, iﬁ ralatively brief overview, is a tyﬁicil
pattern of Jaspers' foundational thinking. The logic, or the
basic structure and movement of that- thinking has already been
highlighted. §£111. for rcasona of both completeness and
fidolity to Jaspers' text, it would not be well to loave thia
typical pattern without reference to Ehe ideas with which
Jaspera himself 1n.his.philosophical logic summarizes and
schematizes thit atructurc.lol The following brief presenta-
tion of those ideas, then, which ma?eu no pretense of adequacy,
might perhaps serve to provide a concluding image for the ‘
central movement and direction of Jaspers' foundational thinking.

Jaspers begins with "an ancient philesophical insight,
dofinitively clarified by Kant," that reality for us is phenomenal - -

that it is real insofar as it becomes an object for us, and thus

1OOPSP, PP. 9, 11,

10lygw, pp. 29-222. Cf. PFR, pp. 61~91; PSP, pp. 11-19;
RE, pp. 51-76; PE, pp. 15-29; and WW, pp. 28-38. The "basic
philosophical knowledge" developed in these first sections of
the philosophical logic, eapecially the central ideas aketched
herc, are Jaspers' Grundgedanke in the narrower senae = - the
logical groundwork or framework of his own Philosophie, the
framework within which he hoped diverse failtha might meet in
this age of crisis. The full aignificance of the framework,
however, is found only in the details of the foundational think=-
ing sketched above which it recapitulates and without which it
would scen, onc fears, a mere tour de force.




: _tha:, the aubject-que;:t dichot’dw,(or ‘sp'lit)' is a finally _
',unaurpas;nble basis of ponsciouanaas{loz (It is ;he bas;;

" human niﬁuacion'underaggaa in terms of consciou#nesa.) -All

is real fox us only as it appears in.consciousness or, whg: is
the aaﬁc. enters into the dichotom&rof subjéct and-@bject.
'"Hhat does not enter into this dichotomy is fof us like noa-
being.'fm3 ,f;c by the same token, uhatever‘becomesian object
for us is appecarance and not, to use Kant's¥phrase,.§gé_giégf
an sich. 1In Jasﬁérg' own terms, awareness of thclsubjec:;
object dichotdm& ﬁcans simultaneously auafuhess of the
phenomenality of all things (“imﬁrisonment in phenomenality'),
awarcness that whatever appears ‘can only be a particular form
or appearancerof.being. something determinate; never that thch
really encompasscs (or grounds) both subject and odbject. What
is, as being itsclf, cannot be an object (for a subject) any more
than 1t could be a sﬁbject (as consciousncss of an objcct).k
Rather, "nuthcntic being that is neither object nor subject, but
that is manifested in the whole of the subject-object dichotomy"

Jaspers calls "the encompasaing" (das Umgreifende) 104 1t g

lozPFR. PP. 7, 61. Jaspera' word is "Spaltung," which
literally means "eleavage" or "split" and thus carries the impli-
cation of original unity. For convenicnee, I have followed the .
general practice of Jaspers' translations in using the word
"dichotomy" which retains somewhat the implication of estrange-
ment that might be lest entirely in speaking only of a “polarity."”

103prR, p. 61.

1O:‘PSP. P. 28. Jaspers does not use the term “"horizon" -
since any horizon {a a limited or relative whole. The cacompassing,
rather, 1as that "further behind the horizon which {s continually
manifest wherc there is an horizon" and which "encloaca every
attained horizon without itsclf being a horizom." Véw, p. 38,
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“that which, aplit 1nto aubje:t and’ object. bocomea appearance.' “105

h'It ts. 1n a untaphor Jaspora enploya only nlishtly 1e|l frequently

thln tho £iguro of somothing encompassing. ‘the ‘source or origin

( prun g) whonce the split of subjeet and objoot arises.m6

Ot course awareness of the subject—object dichotonw

and thus of phenomenality and the entompassing - = real awareneaa

- as distinct from an idle repetition of formulae - = 1s already

the result of “intellectual operations which transcend the limits
of the knowable, . < MO7 And such operations, whatever toeir
apecific,gontent or context, all involve a turnabout in thinkins
(Uswendung) which Jaspers calls "the basic philosophical operation™

(philosophische Grundoperation).208 Thus any.thinking which arises

as basic questions in secarch of ultimate truth or reality or being
will necessarily involve this basic operation "which is to ascertain
the encompassing by transcending the object within the object
thinking that remains forever inevitable, . . ."109

From the subject-object split, in which we °

alm at objects and are tied to them, this

operation accomplishes the turnabout into

the encompassing that is neithex object
nor subject, but contains both,l110

105pFR, p. 61.
106¢ce, PFR, p. 69; VdW, pp. 26, 158-159.
1°7PSP. pp. 30=-31. The whole discussion here quite. evidently

presupposcs an awakening to basic questions and c®itical clarification

wherceby the subject-object dichotomy 1s experienced as a basic, indced
an abasolute boundary.

108vqw, pp. 37-42; PFR, pp. 76-79; PSP, pp. 17-19.
109sp, p. 17.

110960, p. 132 (=PFR, p. 77).
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To think the encompaaaing. ot course. means to bring “1e"

"-vithin the nubjec:—objecc dichotomy and thus :o negate it as

- cacompassing. Yet avareness of this conc:adictidn compeIs one’
imm?diatdly fo-hegaté the result (the. objectified thought of an
‘encompassing reality) by repeating che basic operation of :hink—
4ing beyond the suhjecc and odject. Thus the basic philosophical \3
operation achieves no resul:s. It is, rather, a constantly

to be repeated dialectical_proc;ss whoreby "the realm of the
objective must remain in motion, must evaporate as it were, so

that as the object vanishés a fulfilled consciousness of being

is made clear by this very vanishidg.";ll It i3, in other words,

the central motion or act of transcending thinking.

Scill, 4if awareness of the encompassing as cncompassing
is realized only in thc critical operation or movement of think-
ing which turns back upon itself, even that self-crinical awarcness
must take objective form (“the ambiguity of the objectified non-
_ gbjectivenesa"ll“) by bcing thought of "either as though it could
become an objcct. or . . . as.though it were the subject, visualized
as an object. We have no other alternative."}3 Thus in his attempt

tdb think the encompassing Jaspers elucidates varioys modes whera Y

111ggp, b, 18. | \\\_\“\

llzPFR. p. 78.
'IIBPFR. p. 61, )



object a;d‘thplgﬁﬁorrol;tiin;y, 1n-ﬁh1ch the_aneonp;naiﬂ§ il'praaant; :
as ground 02 30§¥§e.11‘ Such elﬁcidiiiﬁﬁ‘ié-not:n deduction of modes
from ioﬁg one, 6aacﬁt;a11¥ understood encoﬁpaaéing. nor does it make
lﬁy clainm to eoupl?:éneaa.lls It ;a. rather, an aétemp: to élatify
basic experiences of Béing encompassed, and becomes qoupclling only .
in such clarification.li® - Y

Jaapers discusgion of the varioua modes of the encompaasing
ia in 1:se1£ a major and quite lengthy exercise in transcending think-
1ns.117 Its details are at times perplexing and at times fascinating
as he outlined first the vnrﬂeus "{mmanent modes" of encompassing,
whether concei§ed'subjectively as expirical existence (Dasein),

conaéiousneas-at-large (Bewusstsein iberhaupt), and mind (Geis?),

or dbjectively as world, and then the "transcendent modes,!' again. prr—
conceived bétp subjec:iﬁely and objectively as Existenz and trans-

cendence (Mthe enéoﬁpasaiaé of all encompassing"). Yet however much

such dezail might be nccessary for a complete understanding of Jaspers'
philosophical logic, it is not as such essential for the toplc of
relisious truth. What is essential, and what has hopefully been

reiterated in somewhat different and summary fashion by this brief

mention of “the basic philosophical operation." is the basic

11“PFR pn' 69|

L 1151: is-not ontology, but "pertiechgntology" - -

Jaapeta coinnge for thought about the encompassing (CGk., periechon).,

llﬁPFR. p. 69: "We must fecel each mode, yileld to it,
awaken to ic,"

L7e. vaw, pp. 45-113; PFR, pp. 61-69. What is
summarized here 1s evidently just an enpty list without thc
suggestive dc:ail of these original texts.
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) wnvun.nt uichin bounda:iea ezgnd :hen in vhich.ulcinatc f 

-truth is . affiruad in fai:h.

2.
S
Most of uhat needs to be said at this poin: about. Jaspers
'underatanding of religious truth has already been dealt with either

explicitly or impliecitly in the preceeding discussion of his

Grundgedanke. Thus a brief resume will serve to highlighe thg
characteristics of that understanding of truth most directly
related to the question of religious pluralisﬁ.

The central point at issue.?of-éouése, is Jaspe;;'
assertion that as a result of or, b;t:gr yet, in the process of
such foundational thinking "the very meaning of truth underéoes
a change."118 Truen can no longer bé limited to the truth of '
knowledge. Rather "truth that is vitally imporgant to us hegins.
precisely where the cogéncy of cognitive consciousness ends."119
Such non-cognitive truth is commonly called "e#ist&ntial téuth."
but Jaspers often prefers to speak variously of "absolute truth,"
"truth of Existenz," "transcendent truth " or most simply "truth™
'(Wahrhcit) in 1its fullest sease which is "infinitely more than
scientific correctness (Richtigkeit)."120 And for Jaspers it is

the possibility of such truth which today opens the way for an

authentic recappropriation of f}aditional falths and for the

118p), I, p. 85, cf. omp, P. 140: "The meaning of truth
assumes another value,"

119?5. P. 36 (my translation of Bewusstsein uberhaupt) ,

1200, p. 148,

A,
%i

the
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fof truth for each of the four subjectively concaived modes of

TJ:“;ltfiruation of a poaaible pluralicy of true !aitha Il a coatext

:*uhera those Iaiths-udght,neet and comnunicate.:;g

Hhen Jaspers asserts thac in foundational thinking “the

‘f.very meaning of truth undergoea a change.“ ha does noc ‘wean simply

to say that in addition to cosnitiva tru:h thera 13 now. _another .. |

l

':-type of truth, the truth of Existenz. His view 13 more complicated

and 1nteresting than tha:. In facc he describas 2 differqnt sense

f

encompassing’lzl Thus while truth is cogpn: correctness for the
encompassing of consciousnes#-atllarge, it is pragmatic or vital _
utility for empirical—existence, conviction and‘:he felative vhole-
ness of ideas for Geist. and the unconditionality or absoluteness
of faith for Exis:enz 122 (And only in the mode of conscilousness-
at—large is universali;y a critendon of truth!l)

Yet theée difgérent_:ypes of trubh, although finally

$a . N
irreducible .one to another because of the ‘irreducibility for us

-\.9 N -
of the various modes of the encompassing, do not simply stand

unrelated side By side. Rather they overlap and interr@late in

various ways, each being cqmphrable to others at diffé:en: points

N

121¢f. RE, p. 77: "In each of these modes being
and truth have a distinct sense." RE, p. 80: "Truth i{s not
of one sort, single and unique in its meaning. It has as
many senses as there-are modes of communication in which it
arises, For what truth is {s determined by the character
of the encompassing within which communication takes placc."

122c¢, vaw, pp. 601-653 for detatls and PE, pp. 33-41

for a2 summary presentation.

o
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- and all, finally, “in con!lict°*1n:posaible teciprocal assaulta

upon one anethef"“i23 Such conflic: originatel in the basic will

to truth vhich is a will to the unity of truth, to the idea of

the cne ‘truth, or the onenesa of truth, which is given with our :

wost fundanental sense of truth, This ideal of the one truth

involveu the tandency to conflict whereby Qach mode of qruth\;

A
~seeks to establish its primacy by exclusion of the others,

(Witness the péeudo-ucientifiq-scien:iam of our day.) Yet it -
simultaneously provides anqtherainstange of the by now familiar
dynamic of Jaspers' though?. In this instance the irreducible
plu;ality of types of tfuthi(and not just a plurality of claims
within thg same type of truth, as in a plurality of religious”
truths) constitutes an absolute boundary which becomes a Spring-'
board for movement to the unity of truth in transcendence. Given
the persistence of plurality, the quest for (and asaet;ion Qf)
unity is }aradoxical. It is the basic paradox which governs all
of Jaspers' thought about truth: in‘time "we do not and will nét
have the one truth - - yet the truth can only be one,"124

Among the bar;qus,types of truth, however, the truth

of knowledge ér truth in the encompassing of consciocusness-at-

123pg, p. 41. Cf. VAW, pp. 654-709 and PE, pp. 41-
61 for fuller discussion of the interrelation of the various
types of -truth and the quest for the unity of the one truth., -~
124yqw, p. 839. Cf. PFR, p. 83. .Jean Wahl calls
this the great "antimony" of unity and plurality-in Jaspers'
understanding of cruth. La Pensée de 1'Existence, pp. 103 ss.

4
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" large has a certa;q primacy .at least 1n:o£§r as ali typea of
" truth must come to thought and expresaion in the ged;uu‘of such
'conlcicnnnﬁli (as, téo. thouéht about truth occufa dnly within
this madium). Thua it is, ai the Grundgedanke plainly” ahows,
above all by meana of contrast with cognitive truth.that
Jaapers clarifiaé :he'pbaaibility of that truth of-fa}th which'
1a chroughout hia primary concern; When all ias said and donn._ R
ic 1i still thias contrélt which 18 crucial for Jaspers' thousht.125
Truth 'is oither universally valid and
identical for everyone - ~ thia is the :
- type of sclentific truth, which {a - :
always relative, however, true only _ ' e

for cortain objects and under certain.
conditiona, established by and rolated -
to certain methoda, Or it is an abso-

‘«- lute truth, by which the believer lives _
and rcalizea himself, but at the price, . ' Ce
that {ts statemonts, -as rationally
communicable tencts of faith, are not

. _universally valid for all men. Abso-
~lute truth ia historic, in other words,
‘because we as posaiblo Exiatenz are
hiatoric.liﬁ

Such absolute truth ia, as already noted, not asimply

{41££ercnt from the truth of knowledge, but {s made posaible precisely:
.‘ X ...-" .

-
-

1251t could probably be argued that diascuaslon of the

four typea of truth and their interrelations, however interesting _
in itaclf, marves primarily 6 safepuard againat the roductionistic
consequences uaually involved {n a bifurcation of truth {nto T
cognitive and existential trutha. Jaapers cntire 1ife's work
way with juatice be understood a2 a continual atruggle againat
prociacly asuch pervasive reduction whareby the most important .
truth becomoa merely an affair of the heart (in contraat to the °

. head) or a mattor of private valuea (in contrast to hard facts). o
Whether tho content of hia thought enables him to succeed in
this intention i3, of course, the central critical quaation
about his philosophy. :

126py, p. 150.
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by the Yatter's impoasibility or Iimitation. "Iﬁhil the absence _
o!-nbjeptive knﬁulddﬁe which is the coadi:ion Qf our fx'eeu'.l.cm.“ﬁ';:7 - )
In th&.abnenc;'o! constraints, fraedom ia poisiblq.q_gghphq .
~ absence of luppdttt and 3uarnnteca; in the constant dialectical | .
;s:ign uhera';hought ia asuspended, so to speak, on the hyphen -
-between “both" and:“andf (or "neither" and'“no:")._frqe@om may

act abaolutely or;un:onditiona;ly. _Angd in tﬁe abaé%ce of

objactive mediaciOn;. such unconditional action constitutes

not only self-realization but mediation of transcendence. It

is the'inner'apark struck amidst extermnal da?kneas. by whose

dim iisht ultimate truth is affirmed. )

. Absolute truth, then, contrasts with the trutﬁ of

knowledgc not only because of the inéompatibility of'knoéladge

and freedoh, but because such freedom 18 the point of contact

with transcendence which is equally incompatible with knowledge.
Abgolute truth, in other words, ia érnnacendent truth: the truth e - -

< ~

of transcendence attained in the motion of human tranacending

preclseely ag that which ever transcends human graap.lzs Thua it

127)ecan Wahl La Penaco de 1'Existence, p. 96. For_
Jaapera. as for Kant, the incogpatibility of knowledge and :
freadom is a central premise of ethics and of religion. Ethics
is posaible only where freedom is not determined by nature,
and religion 1s posaible only where God has not "enslaved" man
by the direct revelation of his presence. Jaspers, bf course,
also drawa upon Kierkegaard's reflections on this incompatibility.
Cf. Jcan Wahl, "Notes on Some Relationa of Jaapers to Kierkegaard
and Heidegger," in Schilpp, pp. 393-&00

128Note Jaspera' pnradoxical ‘formula: "The truth . . .
before all truth and more than all truth is the divinity." Vdw,
461, -



is alwvays historie in :hc.a aense that it is reali:ed in hction. .

in a momcnt in tha moﬁion of trahscenéing. and in the correlative
sense cha: it ds reali:ed in forns which chemaelvea (objectively)
rewain historically relativa vehicles, never identifiable with

the tranacendcnce attained in them.lzg

Hete-gkain. then, is the basic paradox goverming Jaspers'

thought about truth, this time in a form directly relevant to the
idiécuaaion of.religigus pluralism. The tyuth of transcendence can’
only be one, yet transcendent truth is roalized historically and
“thus its very realization prohibits universalization df'ﬁhe form
of that realiagfion. In different’'words, the transconding aware- *
-neas of faith affirms absolutely the truth of the absolute
(trnnsdéndunce). Sucﬁ'affirmntion must, moreover, take on spccific
hiatorical férm aiﬁce Existenz rcﬁaius always’ in existence. * And
" while this necessity govﬁ;ns all faith, it {s most clearly true

for religious faith which, as already noted, is distinguished from
philosophical faith by its cminently positive character.130 _Thua

precisely because it.is affirmed as the truth of the absolute

*

129pw, p. 150. Jaspers' position here can be contrasted
with an undera:anding of Mexistential truth" in terms of which
the incompatibility of the truth of knowledge and existential
truth is only provisional, not final. On this vieu. freedom or
subjectivity 1s scen as the sole way to the ascertainment of
transcendent truth, Certain things can be known only in certain
ways, but they can be known. Thus what is understood and af firmed
existentially is not historic. It {s finally and objectively and

thus universally truc. Jaspers might well reapond to this supgestion

vith an image from Kierkegaard: the dancer, superb whenm he leaps,
is farcical when he attempts to fly, and tragilc, too. asince he
soon forgets how to leap.

130¢t. Ph 1, p. 296 se; PSP, p. 78 ss; R, p. 779.

-
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.‘(tranacendence). igi'ﬁiatofic'form cannot Ez—proclaimed as
oxclﬁaively'(univeraally) true. On the other hand, because |
th#t.which s affirmed 1s and can be affirmed absolutely only
‘1n some pnr;iculay‘torm, that form and only that form can be:-"
nffirmad as true,

Strictly speaking, then, Jaspers does not assert a
plur;licY of_absolucg. trahscendent truths. Such an assertion
would contradict the logic of oxistential affirmation. Yet as

» .
that logic precludes the claim to universality for what one

affirms absolutely, it must allow the possibility of other'such
affirmations. Thus Jaspers can and dees assert the Eoséiﬁliitv‘
of a plurality of such truths. When speaking loosely, he at

times adopts-a lnnéuagc which has'toagk bccomeAquité common = =
speaking of diffare;c faiths as so many paths to God or of "the
deity which does not show the same features to all mcn."131: Such
statements, howaver, remain-a éhort%and for his more cntefull}
nuanced position, and cannot be taken to_mean that the philosopher
(or anyone else) in observing the variecty of faiths "froﬁ the

ocutside," so to speak, is somphow able to know that many are truc

(because he knows the one truth t all share.or manifest or

U .
aymbolize). Plurality and nbsiiﬁgﬁ truth-are not contradictory,
yet the logic vhich allows that asscrtion prohibita the actual

- agscrtion of a plurality of true faiths, The actual assertion of

T "13lph-III, p. 207. Cf. PSP, p. 113,
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. transcendent truth remains an ever historic-act of individual | :

Ex;ltcnx.

As regards religious :rﬁ:h'anﬁ-plutality. theh, Jaspeti'

coaclusion iz obvious. Rnligidn;lnd philosophy, as the two

fundamental paths of faith, are not reducible to some common

form, lomd'unifying founda:ional'c:uth; any'mo:e than dif!crent.
religions in their diversity are reducible to some general, shared
inlisioul faith, Yet both are subject to the same fundamental
conditions clarified by Jaspers' foundational thinking. In terns
of thoae'qppditionQ it 13 no longer possible to bs “koch naive

and truthful." Thu; relisious statements can no lonsc¥ ;laim

the status of knowledge, of something umiversally true. They

¢an be true, rnthcf. as forms and expressions of absolute truth,
as uniquely historic and irreplaceable realizations of existontial
faith. " Where religious truth'has not previocusly been understood
in such terms, its self-understanding must be tranaforméd if ic

is to remain truthful.132 In terms of such a transformed under-
standing of religfous truth, however, a posuiblo‘plurnlity of

truc religions can-be straightforwardly asserted as the reaolution

to the problem of pluralism and truth.

132Jaapcra has no illusions that his call for this °
transformation will be mot with great enthusiasm by orthodox
belicvers. The entire polcmic of Philosophical Fafth and
Revelation is aimed at orthodox resistance to such change.
The change itself coan only be a monumental historie process.,
Thus apcaking of the West he sugpest that "the subatance

of the biblical faith will undergo so radiecal a chanye of
language, preaching, and living practice that to the captives
of traditional forms it may look like the cnd of ccclesiastic

teliglon." PFR, p. 321,
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Yet this conclusion, while it followa directly from ~
Jaspers' foundational thinking and would indeed seem to resolve
the dilemma posed by contemporary conléiouunell of religious
pluralism, is not without sarious difficulties - - difficulties,
moreover, which finally axtend to the most baaic elements of
that fouqdational thinking. For Jaspers' discusaion of thé logie
of faith, precisely because it attempts to deal systematically
with the deecper currents of contemporary thought, takes one to
the center of today's wmoat fundamental and controversial issues.133
While fuller consideration of these difficulties must for the
moment be deforred, some bricf indications will ssrve to aharpen
the point ;f questions raised rather tentatively in the preceding
chapter and thus to focus tho issue which must be taken up in tho
next chaptor in order to flesh out the skotch of Jaspers' approach
to tha quostion of religious pluralism and truth which has been
presented thus far,

The poasibility of a baasic contradiction in Jaapera'
thought Bet;enn intention and performance waa alrocady railsed at the

end of the last chapter, Mis intention as regards religious truth

-

133Such isauves conceming tho nature of knowledge, the
knowledge of nature, and the acparation of f{reedom from knowledge
and nature in the idea of hiatory have already been asuggesated in
various footnotea. They all, in one way or ancther, rovolve
around the queation of the adequacy of the Kantian underatanding
. of both subjectivity and objectivity, and the conmsquent posaibility
of founding metaphysica and/or religion upon that underatanding of
subject and object. < '

ﬁvz/



is clearly to provide a framework for the recovery of faith -
which would establish the possibility of a plurality of true
fqiths as one condiﬁion of that recovery. Such a framewﬁrk is

provided in the performance of foundational thinking which, by-

ciarifyiug the fundamental éonditiona o: truth which have emerged

in the present age, clarifies the logic of the truth of faith in
terms of which religious truth ia to be underatood and the
pa;aibility of plurality established. Yet it cﬁn be argued that

" the basic idea of absolute (or existential) ctruth clarified by
this foundational thinking, far from eatablishing the inCcnde&
poiaibility of a plurality of truu.relisions. actually constitutes
an_effective negation.of Eoch plurality and reldgion. The logic

of such truth, in other words, requires a ::jfjfbrmacion of
traditional religious faithas by which they r; in fact subsumed
into the {(normative and universal and exclua{yc) truth of

Jaspers' philosophical faith,

-
°‘

anpers. of course, would vigorously réjcct this charga.
Religion £§r him {3 and rcmains clearly distinct from philosophy.
However much philossghical faith might be "religious" in the

very broadeat senac of that term, actual, positive religion
“remains for philosophy always a polar other."!3*% Thus philo-
sophical faith can never become some "enlightencd” natural
religion (Mwithin the limita of reason alone") designoed aa an-

alternative to the superstitions of positive religion. Morcover

134g., p. 779.

s =135~
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the trutﬁ of faith, whether philosophical or rniiéi;ﬁa. s
) alﬁayn attained within the hounéaty'ot particularjhiitoric;}
-lituﬁnddnoil and expressed in forms paculinf to each hiltoriéq;
situation. Such truth, then, ia iqoscapably "historic and
plural ,"135

' . Yet even whare these claims are provisionally granted,
the basic problem has not beén met. Oranted, in other words,
that philosophical faith provides no alterﬁgtiva'to the rich ..
particularity of religious faith and that all.faith is';ttninedl
only in historic particularicy (and thus diversiéy), such
particular philoaophicnl and religious faiths are still true
only insofar as :gey are inatances or expressions of that
more fundamental or foundational ideca of truth outlined in

Jaupefa' Grundgadanke.136 And that foundational truth, it can

bea furcher nrguod, bears littls resemblance to and im actually
inimical to the pnrticulnr:charactcr of religious truth, Thus‘
Jaspera' call for the transformation of tradicional religious
faiths would indeed, his disclaimer and his intentions notwith-
standing, constitute an cffective negation of both ﬁlurnlity

and roligion.

135yaw, p. 635.

13600 thia view, then, the Enlightenment's opposition
of natural and poaitive religion at leaat recognized real
differences (or plurality) which in {act disappear in Jaspers'
apcductively decoptive af{f{irmation of plurality whoreby the
movement of transcending Existenz ia the deep or true oclement Y
in all particular, historic truth claims, '

A



The central i{ssue hera c§ncernl_tho ;1gn1£1cance of

-”hiltoriéipartiéhlari:y {whether al,particular.exprasatoh o{ '
thought and belief, as concrete action and ritual, or as
pafticula;.parlonu'and aventii in Jgapﬁra'.undeiltggéing of
religlous truth. (In different torms it is the issue of
mediation and_immudiacy.i Without.particﬁlarity there uéuld
be no pluraliéy. and vithbut certaih types'of.relations to
specific particularities there would be no religion.1?7 Thus a
logic which would affirm a posaible plurality of true religions
must provide an account of particularicy whigh_admitp of a real

or significant Elﬁraligf which is also a religious plurality, -

Yot Jaspers' Grﬁndgedanke seens vulnprable at just this point.

His accdunt of particularity seems open to serious quéstion
in (at lcast) two related ways.

.o In the first place, the endlessly dialectical character

of his thought is intended quite explicitly tolhring all particu--

larity, all objective securities and solid footholds, into
suspension. The continual movement is crucial since it alénn
finally bringa one to the boundary, se to speak, te the point
where the absence of secugitics opens the posaibility of Extistenz,

and thus the posaibility of an ascertainment of transcendence in

137More fundamentally, of course, it {s the atatus of
the world as nature, objcet, and events = - the entire realm
which Jaspers calls "oxistence" = - and the relation of the
subject to auch "othernesa" which is at issue. Thus the pur-
suit of specific questiona concerning Jaapers' affirmacion of
religious plurality {inally lcads, as noted above, to more
-general questiona about the adequacy of the Kantian under-
atanding of subjoctivity and objectivity around which his
foundational thinking {a constructed.
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faith. The concrate hilf;rical particularity within which'
.on. 1? ineicdpahly'iituaced. for inatance, is poasidly '
-~ ravelatory of transcendence preézﬁaix;when it ia recognized as
a bdundary aICua:ioe - = that i3, precisely in the movement which
seeks :o.transcahd its particularity. Yet this would mean
- that transcendent truth is not at all attained in particular
'hiétorical existegcn. At beat the pnrq%culgr aituation becomes
‘an occasion or a necea;ary means - - a springboard wvhence
Exi{stenz leaps to transcendence and to which it must always
return, but only to leap ever again.,‘To be sure, :rnnécending
for Jaspur; does not, cannot mean gctually moving beyond
particularicy. No.diréat, intuitive or myatical encounter with
-cransceﬁdcncc secns posaible to Jaspers., Thus the springboard
image i3 perhaps deceptive, Tranaccnding;is a movement in
thought beyond thought whiéh thus never Feallyl}eavca the
particular fﬁrm of thought. It is, more broadly, a movement
In tho world which changes one's conasciouMess of the world,
rendering it transparent to its depth (or encompassing). Thus
there ia never actually a moment when the particularity ia
behind. Nor, then, can the expresaion of faith in the forms
of that particularity Ba éugnrded simply as an inescapable but
clearly secondary consequonces of some previous and in 1£sclf
inexpresaible experience of transcendence., Yet Fhe particularicy
of the situation, the actual historic cﬁaractc; which differentiates
it {rom other asituations, uouid atill scem to be dissolvcd into

e
a general siructure of cxistential anthropology. What is important,

Tt LU DN TV
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indeed inéacapabld. is partiéuiarity as auch,-a1m§l:'anx . ? o .
particulnri:y.uind not thia specific (and sacred) particularity.
:pun'pargicularicy is still important only as a means in the
movement of transcending, however much that movement remains
"imprisoned in appearance." |

Secondly, then, (and this ia rcally.the same poin:
made aomewhat differently) Jaspers' account of par:icﬁlarity
would be 1n§dequatn because, Qouever necessary or 1neicnpable
the 31v§n particﬁlnrity. trut% resides essentially in the move-
ment of Existenz within that partiéularity.le The truth of faith
is eaqcnﬁially a matter of inwi?dnésa or immediacy for which any
mediations are simply necessary and finally indifferent occasions.
Or, to put ehe matter. somewhat differently, the sole "mediator" )
i3 Exi{stenz. The 1pncr movement of Existcni is the aolc‘;oin: of -
contact with transéﬁndcnce. All other mediations are ttqc';nly

insofar as they'occasion. serve as vehicles for, or express this

single mediator, and they must be relativized b{\broughc into

‘suspcnéion by the critical movement of thought ilst they hinder - -

the free emcrgenéé of Existenz as that single mediator. Thus
while a plurality of mediators, of various particulars as
neqq%sfry means in the movement of transcending, is certainly

possible, it cannot be regarded as a significant plurality.

. 1384, Barth (pp. 284-285) puts the same point somewhat
differently in noting that for Jaspers only one historic particu-
larity is crucial, namely the particular vision of autonomous
humanity characteristic of 19th Century German idecalism.



- All faiths have to meat ch; test of ;hia one f&iih.&las ?hua.
too, it is #t‘very leaat aegiously‘ﬁueacionable whether such
" inwardness, r;ducins as it does ﬁagaicular religious mediations
- to the status of indifferent means, can coﬁatituté an adequate |
accourit of religious truth. The 3215_5125 ("301a Existenz")
of Jaspers' rad}cql procestantfim\uguld scem to void the signifi-
cance of any religious éediations.léo

Thare aée. then, seriﬁus difftculties involved in-Jaspers'
understanding of the logic of religiou$ truth which make his clai@
to have established the posaibility of a plurality ;f true.religions
- questiocnable..’ Jas;era} of coursc.'is nét una;are of the type of
- objections whicﬂ have jhst‘been rais;d and there arc aspects of
his thought which speak dircctly to them. Thus explicit considera-
tion must next be given teo those aspects if an adequate plcture

of Jasﬁcrs' approach to the question of religious pluralism is

to be obtained.

139¢¢. Hans Urs von Balthasar's critique of Jaspers'
intolerance in The Cod Question and Modem Man (New York: The
" Seabury Press, 1967), pp. 84-86,

laoThc question of mediation i3 evidently a complex
one involving differing positions within as well as among religilons,
Invardness, morcover, would certainly scem to be an esgsential char-
acteristic of relipglous cruth by mest accounts. Still, as Jaspers
" himself stresses (R, pp. 778-779): it s the positive mediation of
event, text, and tradition, of community and cult, "as the actuality
of something specifically holy in places, objects, and acta' which
distinguishes relipion and makes witness and reverence specifically
religious attitudes. Yet even this stress on relipious positivity
is less sipnificant than it might scem. As H, Barth notes (pp. 292-
293) Jaspers lumps all relipious parcicularity indiffcrently
together under general headings of "rite" and "dogma" and the like.
The actual particularity or posltivity of diffcrent rcligions is
rarcly, if ev;r. considered,
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| PARTICULARITY, PLURALITY, AND RELIGIOUS TRUTH .~ ...

‘With the type of questioning iﬁdicitcd'ﬁﬁ ﬁﬁéﬁenﬁvot._.'
the preceding chapter the central'iaaug‘in'Jiiptiiiﬂdiiguhaion
of religious pluralism has been clearly joined;:’i;é.ihila the

main lines of Jaapers‘:response to such questioning were latd .

. down in his foundationql :hinking. it is the elaboration of those

. . —— . Vi
foundations with regard to different, spacific topics which
. - -~ .

provides.thé_details of that responsae. Typically, of course,’

there are a variety of such topics wherein stpern aiaboraﬁes-
£ - - . '
the detail necessary for an adequate understanding of his

thought on the central issue of particularity and plurality.

For presant purposes, however, it is abovg.all the topic of-

“hiastory, and more specifically Jaspers' understanding of the

hia;pricity of truth, which will best serve to iliua:rate;in

detaillhia argument concemrming particularity.l In vhat follows,
fhen.'aapeqta of Jgspera' discussion of history will be used
to fill out the needed detall of Jaspers' affirmation of the

poasibility of a plurality of trﬁe religiona. Reference will

1Pocus on the topic of historicity is appropriate
not only because of ita evident importance in Jaspers' thinking
as well as in the preceding sections of this presentation of
that thinking, but alac because of the centrality of history

to the question of religious pluralism and truth. Not only

is religious plurality a fact arising from human history, but
that contemporary consciousnecss of such plurality which provides
the problematic context for the present discussion of religious
truth is itaclf a manifestation of what might more generally
(albeit too loosely) be called "modern historical consciousness."”

-l41- .



A

-nlao be’ m:de to two related themes which tigure heavily in
Jaapers thcusht and which bear directly on thetqueation of (/

) plrticullricy. his sc:aas on coununication and his idea of

sipher.
Since Jaspers' vari;us diacuasions of particular topics
_invariably follow or recapitulate, each in its owm way, the _
basic, dialectical movemen: of his foundational thinking, :he
outline of this chapter 9111 be structured accordingly. Thus
‘Jaspers regponse to the criticism that he loses particularity
(and with it Plurality and religion) will begln with (1) a brief
restatement of his cr;tical protest é;hinst all particular claims
to the status of universal, Crang;hia:oéical_ uth. Within that
negation, houever;-he (2) affirms the possibfﬁity of necessarily
historic and always particular (thus plural) acgainments:of '
absolute truth, (And the diai;ctical character of this affirma-
tion is suﬁhafized in his undefstanding of ali such historic;lc
events and beliefs as ciphers of tsanscendence). Finally, he
urgeé (3) the applicability of this understanding of cfuth and
particularity to the specific case of religious particularity
iqd truth, thereby }enffirming the possibility of a plurality

of truc religions.

I.

- ’
' -

In essence, Jaspers' response to the charge that his

thinking loses pnrticularity2 is given in the principle funda-

2The charge comea not only from religious thinkers,
but in different ways -from :hinkcra concerncd with a variety

&
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- ‘mental to his Crundgedanke that Existens can be realized only

. in the world, "It is tn existence’only that I come to be sure
of myself and :hul.ot‘tflnncendencc.“3 Tha Qil:iﬂcﬁion—botween
- Existenz and oxiitencc. in othar words, 1ndicatel not a separa-

tion but a dialectical realationahip. "Possiblo Existenz thua

sots itaalf oft'!fom the world in order to find thé vight waf
into the world . ., . aa the medium of 1na.roﬁlization . e ...'"6
.Parndoxically. :hen;‘":hn vorld can be tranacendad only in-the
vorld" « - oaly in thought and ac:;on concrately éngaged in~ -
always particular situations in the world. _ .

Thia ménnn. 6! coursae, ch#t for Jaspera thare is no

truth to an image of tranacending am a fligﬁ: from the world,

as some dirbct intuitive graap og tranacendence. In-this

-

vegard his suspicion of and cohtinual atruggle againat mysticiam
have already been noéod.6 cYet it 1s aqually_trua for Jaspera

that no final (a-historic) truth, whqtﬁer in the form of

of toplca. Transcending Existenz, it is.asaid, loses the world,
-concrote history, thq human community and the raalitien of
politice and religion. Cf., for inatance,.the articloa by
Herbert Marcuse (pp. 131-132), Karl LHwith (pp, 149-152), and
Otto Friedrich Bollnow (pp. 236=237), as well as the alraady
noted articPes by JUrgen Haburﬁaa'(pp. J14~315) and Hueinrich

Barth (pp. 290-291) in-Saner,'ed,, Karl Jaspers in der Discusaion.

3Ph I, p. 1065 cf. pp. 182-183, 295-297, 310.-

rh I, p. 5; cf. pp. 257, 306,

5Dbufronne ﬁnd Ricoour, p. 66,

670 ba sure, Jaspers' attitude toward mfnciciam is \

complex. Mo recogmizes real differonces veiled by the one term”
(PFR, p. 280) and finds come tostimony to myaticism indubicably
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‘particular events clninad'ﬁo.bgﬂfdvela:ory of the whole or of -

plfticular 130&, aéd Pﬁltef‘ suppoaed;:o_comp;ahend Ehé_vhéla._
1s attainable as such 5g_tha\§or1d. The impossidility of such
'"‘o:a-ﬁhylicai" truth is, o!téﬁﬁrle, b;lie-to his fouﬁdgtioha;‘
--thigkini and ie kivnﬁ'viéh tha.Kantinn'criciqgn-cen:fa;~:o that
thinking;“Horé:éoncfoé;ify_houévar} cﬁat.impollibglity is a
!undanhntil aspect of the hoderh'hiacoricﬁi conaciousness ﬁhich
for Jaspera is qn&ro! ﬁha baaic condi;ioni—tor truéH'cli;iéigd
by-thelcontampo:ary-criiia.7 The world in whiqh Exiatenz
cores ";o be sure of itself and thus of :ranuénnqqnce“ is %?é
vﬁilﬁ of human hi;:oty; And all attainment of ttu;ﬁ in that
world can on1§ be historic, never Eotal or f;n;l. -

The cﬁrm "modern hiq:oricj} conﬁqioyeheaa" reféru, B

d! courso.‘io a phenomenon as complex in origin as it is in

-

.o }
subatance. And while Jaspers has written a good deal about
- S .

authentic (PFR, pp. 265 aa.; VdW, pp. 137, 702).. Sedll, .
although mysticism as much as the religious faith with which
it 18 80 often connected is finally a polar othar which
Jaspera' :hous@t does not' comprehend, he strugples against
mysticiam because he "cannot bridge the chaam betwoen man
and God" (PFR, p. 264) and because myaticism (and religion)
denieas and finally loses the-world (Ph IT, Pp. 277=279;~¢f.
P. 183 ‘and«*FR, p, 25). For a discussion of Jaspers on
wysticiem, cf. Ehrlich, pp, 40-56.

- The complexity of Jaspera' attitude toward myaticism

ia a good concrete {lluatration of hia underatanding of plural= -

ity amd~gruth - - where, in light of what one believes to be
true, onedatrugglea againat, yet finally accopts the possible
but uncomprdyended truth of the other. Yet it is also worth
- noting that daupera’ struggle againat mydaticism is in large
measurc a rcaponse to the view, as in the line of queationing
under conalderation here, which finda that his own thinking in
fact ends in a type of world-losing mysticiam. Jor a recent
example of this view cf. Fritz Buri, "Concerning the Relation-
ehip of Philosophical Falth and Christian Faith,” Journal of
the American Academy of Religion, XL #4, (Dec., 1972), p. &5%,
. —

—  Tct, above; P. 66, !
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the idea of ﬁiuéo:y}a“ha typically has h&kidadjany "neac" atcempt
-to fiu'doﬁguzhe ;agﬁer ai;ppcty'concep:.9‘ It is at ieanc*ciear;
hoveier.'chac ﬁod&rn avareness of history hal_contilched in a
variaty of_ﬁa&a;to the_ﬁidaly hccep:ed'sﬁnae that all particularﬁ
ideai. beliefs, and tradiciona (all religiona, fbr-inatance) ;ra'
- dn some sense historically relative. What wai‘:honghc to be

éhe e:crnal-ia-:imc. cﬁose sacyad pointa whare :he‘dta;agé;f
-between timﬁ and ctemity had boen conaidered bridged, has come
to ba seen as itamelf temporal, changing, and relative to particu-
lar pario&s_hnd pi#cea:' Humanity lives not simply in time, but
bin hiatory, thatlrealm'of humaﬁ atrivin; vhose record is dotted
-uith.divera;ty. Each poraon, then, finds hihsei! situated
-concrecoly;at n:patticﬁiar time .and blace. witﬁ a purtfﬁhlar ’
herit;gq‘of langqngérlculturn, and boliefs, all of which are
causht-;p in an endless whirl .of change. * Knowledge brings
nQnrencaQ of :hia situaqﬁha& and nw;rcnnas that it 43 just

one particular situation loat, so to apeak, ;n the vaatneng_

of hiﬂtofi. Yet auch knowlcdgglcan provi&é no way beyond

this aituatodpeas hnq‘thus threatens to produce a dizzying vertigo

‘aCf.. above all, The Oripin and Goal of Hidtory;
Ph IT, pp. 104-129, 184-193, 342-359; and R, pp. J60-777.
For interpretation, cf. eapecially the already cited article
by Heinrich Barth, as well as John Honnig, "Karl Jaapers'
Attitude Towarda History," and Jeanne Hersch, "Jaspers'

Conception of Tradition," both in Schilpp, PP, 565-593 and
593-610,

. 9The gimpleat aummarv of his idcaa.ls the brief
chapter on hiatory in WW, pp. 96-109,
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,ot ralativi:y uhtch leavnu one. nnkad and :oo:lcsl.lo ~ .

- E Tho dungnr of such hiatoricll conlcioulncla. than. is
tha: it can lead to a complete or totally inescapable :ela:!viln.
Sometimes ealled "historicism," such total relativity clearly .
cpﬁntitn:at a nihilist denial of the 6::y¥ponl;bility of typuth M-

Yot Jllpo¥|' owm effort, ai aoted abova.12 is to steer a middle
copra; batwean such historicism and an a-hiltorical attn;nmen:
of etarnul verities. His thought is an attempc to take cogni:ance s
of the. rnlativizins of traditional worldl. the :ramendouu growth
of historical knoqladge, and the conaoquent hoightened awvareness
of the historically hitﬁatqd and.changing chnract;; of human ..
_thought - - to take cognizance of what is 1naic!pab1;_!or
ﬁistoricnl conaciounnenﬁ evedfuhile*overcomiﬁé the é;mptacion

to a comple:o historical rclat;vism. Thus while wary of the
conlcant threat of nihilism, he nonethaloal clearly nffirml

the relativi:ing @uequoncea of historical conaciousnoaa as a

premise which must today condition tho quest for truth.

loThat such historic aituntodncan conutitutes the
basic boundary situation has already been noted in the pra-
ceding chapter. Cf. above, pp. 110111, The phrase "vertipo
-of relativity" is bowrowed from Peter Berger, A Rumor of Angela .
(Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1969), p. 40.

110f course, the very affirmation of the historicist
.position is aelf-contradicting since it asserts as a-hiatorically
true that all truth claims are historical. Yot, although it is
logically contradictory when expressed propoasitionally, hiamtor-
iciam as a mood or attitude' does cxpreas .the climate of much
contemporary thought which, aware of the historic aituatedness
of thought; finds no way beyond such aftuational relativity.

12cf, pp. 43-%8.
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‘Sﬁeh:conlaéucnc;i~do no:._of épurt.! f-aulg simply
‘from-the ;1i€ accumulation of hincpricui knovledge dus}ng the
ﬁan:~idv¢fi1“cantu:iil. !Br hiitoétcal knowledge n.nnuch.‘no
matter how extonsive, does aot decessarily lead to historical
conaciousnoss (§|~:ha-:crn is being u?‘d here). But noither
'cln‘it‘ovnrcdma_iuch consciousness. Thus it is not the fact
of massive knowladge of history, but the critiqua of (or under-
, . standing ofl the nature and limita of historical khowledga ‘
vhich 1s the logically necassary foundation for the medern
consciousneas of historic relativity. Whgc can ba known via
historical 1nventigﬁcion is cndlc;u !nctual_ob;ectivitf about
this or that - - avidence of hfnan'action and of the mgl:iplo and
complex interrclations of causes and offects. But_that which
franacenda ogdh'cndloll rolnci#icy. either as the final whole
of history or a!'tho ;rana-hiatoriénl which may speak at or
throuah'paf:iculnr monents of history, cannot bé thus known.
In terma of religion,’ for instance, historical atudy can attain
considorable knowledga (or truth) about a given religion or
‘raligioua reality, but cannot know or aven approach the truth
of thc roligien itnulf (the religiocus truth).

Cénfelsiono of faith are thomsolves

realitics and bolong to hiastory. But,

wvhatever it is to which they bear

testimony ia no object of historical
inveatigation.3

LR, p. 764, This, of courae, 4a the point of Lesaing's
remark that “an ugly broad ditch which I cannot get acrosa, how-
ever ofton and howover ecarnestly I have tried to make the loap,"

¥
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For knowlndge. then. or as knowable ruality. hiltory 11-":ha
velativization of ovnry:hins ‘objactive."14 I: 1- "ultimataly
nothing but . . . universal transience, change in causal rela-
tions of e{fec: and a!tara!!ect.-an-end;gla Up and down 1n:
" random diversity without beginning érx;nd;hl5

Yt it the massive accumulation of historical krowledge
is not the logically nocollaryrfbﬁhdattqh of modofn historical
‘ﬁoniciounnéal. ic roma;nl none:hclpli trua that this incroquu

ia knowledge, coupled with the global horizon of awareness

‘cntabliihed by modemn technique, has made this conscicuanesa

a dominant, crucial aspect of the contemporary crisis, no longor

Just tha concern of asolitary forcrunnoru 1ike Kierkegaard and

" . Nietzache. And the reaulting nituution has, in !nc:. led to

tha type of actual communicntion. as in the aeriouu and respect-
ful encounter batween world religions, which 1f anything
hoightena not juat a general acnse of goiativic;, but apecific
~awarencss of the relativity and nitun:;dnoua 6£ one's owﬁ

par:icularity.lG :

-

separatous tho "accidental trutha of hiﬁcory" {rom the absolute
truth claimed by roligion. Cf, Leasing'n Thoological Writinpsa,
od. Owon Chadwick (London: Adam and Charles Black, 19569, pp.
35, 53.

Lépn 11, p. 347.

15ph II, p. 348. 1t 42 perhapa worth obacrving again
that here, oven more ac than in his gancral diucunsian of know-
ledpe in tcrmn of meientific knowing, Jaaperas does not argue but

takos for grantod thism critique of knowledge. !in primary concern

is with the posuibility of truth in the nituation rcuulcing frcm
the critiquo.

16por Jaspera hintoricity and communication are
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Vastly increased hiutorical'knpui;dsd; then, as one

‘kﬁf aspdct of the pervanive-cbnaciounnqnu ol‘hiqf;:ic'relaeiyity.
_involves (at-least) two aa;;ou; riska,l7 On the one hand it n;y
in ia;c lené to greater and groator distance from the past of
one's own (or any other) tradition, I#_ﬁay conatituto a "vast
rubble to which eventa kcép nddiﬂg immensely, and which {s no
longer meaningful to know or coliec.t."lB At beat a '"collection
of curioa.ﬁlg it mighc.Block accesas co'nprioua reappropriation

of the past even as 1:-filiod‘;hq ﬁrdacn:.with protean, but

empty pounibilitiep.zg It night, in other words, lead to

vootleas indifferenco and abaurd freedom.
. : . "

-

Cr it might, on the other hand, leoad to a reaction
whereby '"what 1a‘hiltoricnlly known will be ono-eidedly objecti=-

‘fled and solidified inte something valid und_nuthérita:ive,"

inseparable. Communication at the level of Existenz is not’, for
him, a royal (Lf rough) road to harmony, but a loving struggle

with real othernecsa which throws one back upon onencl{ in awarenocss
of ona's histovicity, For Jaapors it {s, as will be neen below,
the context or way for the attainment of absolute truth, but only
becauso it firat {s the context which concretely awakens one to

the boundary of one's own aituatedneas. For Jasapers' underntanding
of communication, cf. above all Ph II, pp. 47-103, as well as RE,
pPp. 77-106. o

Vpy 11, p. 36,
18pk 11, p. 346.
19ph 111, p. 11,

201: io a tragic irony of our times that the more we claim
to know about the paat, the lcus we acem.capable of serious links
with it. Traditional man, who perhaps knew relatively little in
terns of our ideal of historical accuracy, lived in deop continuity
with the paant, while the children of the present incroasinpgly find

the "dcad" paut uncarthed for them by the scholar's toil "irrelevant"
to their living concerna. .
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iato ";-uniﬁarlal-‘goncraliy human ﬁru:h which I beliovo I
.know as. a hia:oricnlly objoctivo nu:horitx."21 And while the o , ?ﬁi
temptation to auch tligh: from hiatory may well ba parennial,
1: scoms elpocially prnvalent “in"the faca of contemporary
conacioulnaal of change, divaraity, and rolativity. Such
_{Lqrget!glncnl of history can, of course, take many different-
forwma. ?ho defenaive rigidity of religious orthodoxy and the
parallel eqefgcncc of fanatical surrogate raligiona, both in
reaction to the unﬁor:aincioa of the contemporarf criaia; have
already baen noted,<2 Thrcncénod_by'rolntivity. the propqhentn
of tradition abuolutizd the conteﬁtu of one tradition (and of
one particular configurhtion of :ﬁat tradition) into a universal
vnliditf. thua demanding a mechanical repetition of the pant.23
More generally, one quite legitimately takes the contant of a
particular hiatorical moment, qhurein truch may indeed have
qﬁokcn and may continue to apeak, but then {lleogitimately locks
the vaat diveraity of humanAhia:cry into that one particular by

identifying it am a literal ombodiment of tranuceﬁdcncc;za Or,

2lpn 11, pp. 347, 346.

2202. above, pp. 76- 2.

23ph 111, p. 26, Cf. VaW, pp. 909-913.

24R, PP. 761-765. This of course is the charge which
Jnnperu makea againat religion generally, but above all against
the Christian idea of revelation. Cfy PFR, pp. 100-102, Janpers,
as will be acen below, continually uses the notion of "embodiment
to contrast with the idea of "cipher" {n terms of which he under-

ptands the contents of particulayr, historic realizations of -
tranacendonce,

-
i



~ -moving 1nv:ha‘oppOltﬁc diieﬁtioﬁ; ohi devalops a phl}olophy of

" history uhieh-noatly‘hgrnbnizel'ill ralativityfiﬁ:o;thu known unity

ofa vision of the whols. Thus all particular qiﬁuttiona, 1nc1ud;§s
Gue's own, become instances of a general lnw‘ot~mélcnta_15 thq_.
genaral ﬁ:occll Bt'hiitqry.zs ‘ ) -

Hhatevef\itl lpacitgc form, hoguver.ltha essenca of lﬁch

:hlponle':o hii;orical conlciouln;ns is an illagitinatﬁ abﬁ?luti-
gation of what can in fact be known only al-grro;ative. hiutori@
particularity, i: is the responsec of procrusteoan (baoluﬁiim in
the face of protean relativiem. And uhile'Jalpefl' entire philo~-
lo;hicnl effort can, aa noted, juutiy be takeqiaa a strugprle
againat the nihilist consequences of the latter, his moat vehement
polemigu are reserved for tﬁe formar. Whether it is the dogmgii?_
exclusivity of orthodox Marxiam; orthodox pnyéhoanalyuia.26 or

_orthodox Chriatianity, all such illasitimﬁte universalizationa

of particular belicfs are axcoriated as forms of that totalitarian

tendency which Jasper-'cnllk "cnfholicium"-(Kacholizitut) - -

the forced unification of all diveraity under the visible authority

h ]

of trixth proclaimed an both absolute and univeranl.27 In ite

25Ph 11, pp. 116, 348-349, and OCH, copecially pp.
267-269. Sketches of the unity of history. auch as Jaspera' own
arc quite legitimate as clements in the process of exfstential
elucidation, but becomec falso and terrible when taken as know-
able maaterplans into which the diversity of history ia to
be. forced. Jaspers' primary target here is Marxist orthodoxy.
Cf. RAR, pp. 8-20, - — . : ‘ '

26RAR, pp. 20-27.
27vaw, pp. B47-857.

<
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sffort to save (;:d) pa;ticu;arity from the abyss of rel;tiviln.
it becpn;a forgetful of history #ﬁd Eﬁua,_irohically. loses the
- real hilcoriq particularity it purports to.dnfand,
.Jllplr., then, would turn.chp tables: on his critics
(since it ia above all Marxiats and cﬂr;ggiéna of vafioua shades
who attack ﬁim for the loas q! concrete historic particularity). As
" undarstood by orthodoxy, the embodimenta of particular traditions
becomo‘fixod and‘rigid; They "congeal into general validities"
which conceal rather than reveal the original inspiration and’
au;hority which apoke in them.28 By abqplﬁcizing a particular
vision of the wholo.‘rigid philouophieu of hiastory reduce all
actual particulars to mere inatances of a general process.
They lock the concrete and complox particularity of hiatory
into the procrustean pa:ﬁcrn of.;ercain particular events or
gome 1deologi;n1 straightiacket., Even more fundamontally,
however, by the claim to know the truth and thc'conauquent
demand for assent and obedience, all auch catholicism deatroys .

. ] . ]
that existential freedom and unconditionality without-which,

i
. for Jaapers, not only particularity but truth as such would be

unactainable,29 By denying the conercte and relati{ve particularity

28ph 111, p. 26,

29de; p. 849, Ams vegarda present rcappropriation
of traditiona, for inatance, Jaapers atreaaca that "only

ecuancipation from thias required obedience will bring the -
individual B0 to himself" that "existential commitment with- :

out the fixed form of tradition" will be possible. Ph I1I,
p. 26, T

xS o . _152_;
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" of one's sitﬁaﬁion. one ends “unexistentially tied" or “nffixad"
to "a universal truth exiz:ing in timeless unreality,"30 Thg ;
result is "an unroal flntll; that would c:éludc any real Exiiten: ... .
a !undnﬁental. albeit unwitting. voidance of hiltqriciny."31

Thus Jaspers' de!aqle of particularity begins with a
reiteration of his basic critiqﬁe of knowledge, this time in
tha form of a naﬁacion of the poapibili:y':ha: any historic
particularity might claim the status of trans-historic :ruqh.3z‘
The fitl; line of that defense, 1n_o£her worda, is a'critiqda
,o!_hil critics and o;-the traditional defense of hiacoricl~
particularity. In view of the reality of'hiutory it is no
longer possible to be both naive and truﬁhful.lno longér
possible to defond particularity by proclaiming the :rutﬁ.of
a given particu;nrity. Rather it is the very relaci?ity of all-
knowable Qiito;y, the objective relativity of hisfory, which
Jaspers understands not as the demise of the possibility of
ﬁruth (nléhough the danger of collapsae into nih{liam iu always

preaent), but as the .condition of that pouéibility;33 Modern

-

Oph 11, p. 108. -
3ph 11, p. 116,

32Ev1dent1y the present account of Jaapera' Tresponse
is an interpretative reconstruction drawn.from various parta of
his writings, Still it is true to say that his response begins
with auch negation because this {a the invariable pattern of
hia dialectic, a pattern dictated by the Kantian framework of
his thought, . d

33ecause the threat of nihilism ia "the acid in which
the gold of truth must by proved," ita ever present danger pro=
vides "a transition to a'profounder assimilation of historig .
tradition." PSP, p, 173,

4



- - . ¥ N | -15&5
historical conncip@a@pan. ¢1ar1!1ed and made inescapable by '
lho‘criail o!-the preaent, has becoms the contexc within}which .
the idea of truth must be reunderstood ind;the tguthlicseif -
must be iough;;

» 2-

Jaspera' argument to thia.poin:. however, has d;nc
11::1e.;o mest the real force of the bbjccﬁions to gﬁich he is
responding. The context of didcuuaion; the shift in focus to
the realm of hiaifry, is adnittedly more concrete, but the
problem 'of Jaapersa' nb}licy to provide an adequate account of‘ )
particularity remains, and 1a perhaps cven exucerbnteﬁ by his

stress on the relativity of all historic particulars. The

concrete movement of history has replaced the inner movement

. of thought as the focus qf Jaspd}a' dialectic (aithough the
"two are hardly separable), but continual movemcn:,‘che loes

ofgall_fixed points and objective or tMstoric securities, is

otlll central as the fundamental condition which openg the QJ
posaibility of -a free trapscending. Thus hiatoric particulari-
tiea, guch as particular religious traditions, would still seem

at beat concrete occasions for such tranoscending. Given their

relativity it is hard to see how@ey tuld be anything else,3%

34Thus Payl Ricoeur's repeated accusation that the
veight of Jaspera' thinking carries him, despite his protcata-
tions to the contrary, into "the non-commirment of aeatheticism" - -
"l1ike a Don Juan courting all the gods," but finally standing
aloof obaerving the panorama of history's (ever-relative)

abundance. Schilpp, pp. 638-639; cf. Dufreane and Ricoeur,
P~ 391, ’

-
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!ct !or Jaapa:i. howtvcr ubnernct the-dclcription of

| :::{-e-ndxng may 1uevi:ah1y be. in foundationll thinkins. it 1
;procilely the rnlltty ot'luch cranlcendins 1n coacrate hintory
i which tlfutpu;thqqa-obje;tionl. Thus Fho second, positive move
. in his :hlpohaa,.and-the raallcﬁrn of his accﬁunt of the'placo_

_'of purticularicy in abaolucq (religioun) truth 1. hia actenpt

to cltlbiilh a via media batween ralativiam and- cntholiciam hy'

a diulec:ical holdius togethar of the absoluteness-of faicﬁ

" with the object;vb relativity of history. It.is a path to

tﬁe attainment of truth not by somehow getting around the

linitacioﬁl of histéry. but by moving through histdry,-by

. panetrating to the depth of the particular.3$ Jaspers eluci=-

dataa the possibility of sych- tranacending-in—pcnecrntion by

moans of his idea’ of hintoriqi:y or cxiatential historicity

: (ggachicﬁgigfhkeit) and the correln:ive notion of adoption

or .appropriation (Aneignung). . T - ‘
For Jaspera talk of the "historicity" of truth refera
not to the #ela:ivity 6% history, but to the absolutenecss of

truth attainable within that relativity. “Absolute truth is

'hiitoric. in. other words, because we as possible Exiatenz are

h;néoric.“36 But that is to say that for Existenz hia;oric

-

35There is, Jaspers notes, 'no way round history,
but only a way through history," . 3hﬂ. p. 275, The correla-
tion of limitation and depth, or the fdea of "profundity only

- .in narrownass,” is, as Jean Wahl notes, one of the basic

expcriencel governing all of Jaspara :hought. La Pensée
de l'Exiatence, p. b4, ————

36

PW, p. 150.
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cal knoylcdge. however much the tremendous inérease in auch-

truth can‘Ba'abaoluce. Here Jaspers makas a dia:inction which

hll lince achieved common currency in much contemparary

(particularly :heological) though: = = the distinction bctweon af“?'

"sense of hia:ory" (hiatorische Bewusa:aein) as knowledga of

hiatory-and the his:orical truch of chat knowledge, and a '"sense

of hiatoricicy“ (ggschichtlichea Bewusn:sein) as existential

ccnaciousnes"nf one 3 historically situatad particularity and

-tha posaible (historic or absolute) tru:h of that par:icula:;ty;37

That sense of historicity which 1s a condition #nd'charucteristic

of absolute truth is not, as stressed above, a resultsf histbti-sp
. . . . ¥ -

knowledge may have coﬁcfibuted to the clarification of. such

existeﬁcial'historicity. Yet a sense-of history as both awarc-

‘ness of the piurnlicy, reldtivicy, and endless movement of

w

history and a critical unde;standing of Ehc limits of hiatorical
knowledge does aset the stage for existential hiatoricity and ’
the attainment of hiscori;‘trq;h;- On the basis of such 2 sense

of history an individual may awaken to awaredess of his own

historic situatedness - - "as phenomenally bound in time to a

sequence of singular situations."”38 He may, in other words,

37pp II, pp;‘loﬁ-lOS. For Jaspers, unlike others who

"_have later used,it.;thc;discinction never solidifics into two
" realms - - "Historie" 'and “Geschichte," There i3 only one

reality, approached: now as an object of knowledge and again

as a posgibility of serious, existential appropriation, Even

28 regards tcrminology Jaspers {8, as noted, almost deliberately
imprecise,. gcnernlly using the term "Geschichte" for all of the

varioua ucnacs of hiuto:y

38!’11 1: p. 105.

: ?léé;'
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experience the fundamental boundary of situatedness in historic

par:tcuiari:y. oLt : -i o ' . '_ :' ﬁA:

Jaspera' toundntional thinklng hal. of courao,*q;dpady '
showmn how experionce of this boundary can be t.ha’ springboard o

tranucnndins in Exilcanz. Yc: 1: can be thias apringbo:rd only

'innofur as the concreta ui:uation in ica unique gnr:iculari:z
_beeomos in adognion the medium o! :ranneandina. The;c is, then,

- @ shift in tho image which capturea (or controls) 3asp¢ra'

thinking = - from the aprina or lanp which leave- one in. sus=

pension on the boundary to penetration vherain ‘one 1dnncitiea
‘ with cne's historic parcicula:i:y. trom solitary inncr movemont
to concracc¢ hintoric engagement, noth aeca of {mages are crucial

'And it s :ho dinlcc:ical holdins-togecher of thesa images which

in conatitu:tva of Jauperu' idea of hiatoricity, For;htstorict:y

moanu.:hn:gwichin tha very concretaness and particuXsarity of cthis

(wy)uuicungioh.-and'only in this concrete particularity, ia

%

Only in this ﬂppcarancu. not outside it
in an. lmaginary detached self-being and
-an abatract transcendenca, liea the
present substance of what I am., This
unity of mine with my phanomenal exiat=-
ence {8 my historicity, Y :

In contrast to an "imaginary detached self-being," then,
Jnupcra in effect 15 saying, "Look at haw real poople actuélly
coma to decintve ualf-raulization and faith ~ - not by nome

vagua tranucending. buc by concrete dcciuion mado in pnrnonal
a .

e

!xiutcn: an-dacisive ascending avarenese of trunHCcndunco=poua1bla.

-
rh 11, p. 106,

fl&l-‘
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quast ‘and atruggle, in feil‘nnd avor.pnrcicuiar'lighaiionl :
and baliefs." ' .

_ Jaspera tends ﬁo: to ldenci!y‘hil bhiionophy;gich one
or meveral concrete hiatorical'poranﬁg. préf;rrins ra;hbrhtofi
‘augkeq: an array of “graa: phlloaoPhari" and hiacoric peraoﬁ;
_ ihel who‘hava'intluenced hil thinking nﬁd whoﬁe.livai-haye |
f}pxemplitiad various aspecta of hia :hqught.‘ Still :hérn ia
‘ome person wﬂo'may juaci§ be, said to serve here as an cthpiary
figure for Jaapdru',idqi of hiacoricity - - the Renainsgance.
‘ ﬁhinku: Glordenp Bruno whoae 1ife iaapers contrasta with
:hnﬁ gf hia‘more famous contpmpor#ry Galilco.4° Both taqed
‘ the same 1nduiaicurial]ﬁzzzﬂi\;ha: they recant ampects of
their.writingu. Ga{ilao recanted and lived; nrunp refused
and "di@d-n martyr's death,"4l Jaspers exoneraten Galilgo _
8ince the truth in question was a matter of acientific know-
ledpe which did not need-cho support of personal ;;tnaaa and
uh;ch could (and wopid oon) ba :arified by countleas others.
A truth which 1 can prove standa witho;c
moi it is untwsrsally valdd, unhistorical,
timelesn, bur not abaolute‘.d

Bruno's cru:hix;gycver. was not a matter of knowledge, but of

—

“OPh 1, p. 264; VAW, pp. 651-652; PSP, pp, 45,

AlPSP, P. 4, Jaspers eluewhers (PFR, p, 46) calls
Bruno "the great martyr of modern philosophy" for his stand
in personal faith agatpst the violently exclusive claims of
religlous “catholicism." ' '

42pgr, p. &,



 fafth, It vas truth attained in'the arddou-'-':rugg:.o of his
-perlonll hilcory vhich would ba teali:ed only in the act o!
witness to :hat struggle and attainment. |

A truth by which I live atands only if
I become i{dentical with ic; 1t is his-
torical in form; as an objective atate-
@ent it is not rniverually valid, but
it is Absolute.%3 . -

Thus Bruno is exemplary not bocauu§ of the contents of his
viuionary thinking. however inCerelcing thay mny be.““ but
because lits 1ife and above nll hia deach ahow how the trana-
canding faith of Exia:cnz is attained only in concreta engaga-
weat, indeed onlylby ac:u?l idantificntion with auch particular

contente -45

The intent of Jagpers' idea of historicity, then,.
is cloar enough.' Trﬁnacending faith not only does not preclude

ﬁ) but 2§:unliy demands engagement in and with concrete historic

“3PSP p. 4. (Cmphasin added.)

aaduaperu does speak of ¥Tuno as a “great metaphy~

aician" whoee thinking has 1nf1ucnced hia own, Ph I,5. 2,

Yet he admits that "cthe saints of philosophy" are nod’ﬁncua-
- sarily the greatest philoaophera. PSP P, S,

QSIn thia contcxt one may readily think of two othor
figureas from the same period who have been neen as dhemplars
“of such exiastential commitment in nuch recent literature - -
Thomas More and Martin Luther. Indeced Luther's "Here I atand!"
might well serve as a motto for Jaapera' tdea of hiatoricity,
Jaapers' fatlure to mention cithar probably stema in part
from hia primary concern with phiIOSOPhical. and not roligioun
faith, and im part from the fact that Luther scoma to him the -
embodiment of that tntolerant religtous exclusivism againat
: uhi:: his idoa of exiotential historicicy is aimed., Cf. PFR,
P.

”»
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-'.p;rticularity la'a-!undlnen:a; coqd;:top of 1:i ponaiblii:y.:u-
Thus for Jaspers pa:ticulgrity.tl_qo: lonpthlﬂg-lpcdnaa#yf'n
,n;rc occasion for eiilcnntinlfhiatoriéity gﬂderltqod as the ‘
"trnniéending novemnnt'of fai:h from lbun'(hhun iny) particular -
po;at'ih Eiﬁda Yot at chi; poine 1t 4a still not cloar why
Janp;ri'attgrmaﬁtbis éﬁ& how hu'undatl:nndl.:hnjroln:tinlhip
.o!-aBQolutu'faith and7hi;toric.rgla:1v1cy. Last his talk -
of historicity ;nd historic engagoment sasm an a:bitrnry
assortion of willlin thé.tncc_ot'ielacfvity (and thus no:
truth at all),~or'loit it lﬁnﬁ'hn intollectual sleight of

hand, a tour de forca wherain the relative bocomes auddeniy,

-

as if by magic, the bearer of abaolute tru:h.kif will ba weil‘

to look-h bit more clo%nly at the dialectical pactern of .

anpnru; undorntnndins_of hiuco%{cicy;46

As nlrgady notad, knouladgc‘of history or a ;cnne

of h{story'cnn sat tho ataga for the hiatoric ncl!-ronlizncidn.
© of Extutcnz.. But the awakon{ng of E:iu:cnz 1gﬂ1tnelf a frﬁs,

peraon;l act, not a concluu;on {rom cortain knowledge. AvArﬁ-

neag of hiotory's divur&i:& (of roligioun diveraity, for®

inatance), of universal.reolativity and trnnﬁiuncn, may just as

well lead to a varioty of inauthentic nt:i:udnn.d7 Thus it s

3

46oneo again, of‘courin. what follows is a hriocf
reconutruction of a typtenl pattgrn of Jaspers' thinking

on the idea of hintoricity and not an attempt to follow the
complex and rich dotail of that thinking,

. . _ .
“Tph 11, pp. 346-351, 114-118, 124-129, In addition

to tho alrcady discussed absolutization of a particular present,

Jaspers montiona romantic flight to the pant, sesthotic contemplation

-l
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vhich opens the posaibiIi:y of Existena.

e "

Since 1- canno: bccon- hll:oric cxeap: by
entering into existencs, I cannot stay )
-aloof from the world without losing my - LT
being as the realization of possidle _ . '
- Existenz. In exiu:cnco as in particu=
. - lar concerns of axilconce. I need first
- to be involved at all. . . . My involva=
ment puts me into situmtions . , . and
‘a0t until then can I experience what I

“_ ' vant and act so as to becoma the hiltoric o

phenomnnon of my potential.48
Concrote involvement, in othar words, opcnl-theipollibility
‘of‘lwarenala of ;y pcrqbnai rﬁdiity as a reality in time,
\i; 4 never-complated, historic struggle for realization in
a situation which 1o {taalf historic. Such historic
cdnacioulnolu‘would sr#-p this li:ultipn~ftom within, o
to upbnk; not simply as a matter é! objiccive intoreat, but
as 'a mattor of pasoionate parsonal concern. "In historic
conlciounﬁoan I'knou myself to be ao identical.with tha
particulare of my oxi;:encn" that I undarstand them "ae” :
t:i:ykina :o'ﬁq-in the more profound idea of my gggg."hg
I oxporiun;n tho b;undary of hiatoric uitu#tcdhnuu.

in othar words, not as an exparionce of cituatednoss-in-

: genaral, but as a uniquely parsonal awakoning to this hintoric

pnrticulnrity an my uituncion. as tho possible medium o£ my

-161-°
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of historic diveraity, or aimple indifforance - - all
unexintential attitudea becauso in oach tho posnibilicy

of Existonz is losc.
“8pn 11, p. 118.

“ph 11, pp. 101-192,



realisation. Such uunkeninz s problaua:ic. tndeed thrnatoninl;

It involves :ha 10l| of that Uecurc harmony. whereby ona ‘e
situation (ono s :rndi:;qn. for instance, ‘or one's religion) -
vas naively identified as the whole.30 It tnvolves awarcness
of Eﬁit‘lituation as limited and particular - - armern ;pock on
the vaat panorama of h;ucory.; Yot it is uimui:anaouq;y:aware-
‘ness of this coﬁetncn rnaliﬁy as éifﬁia:bric ﬁoaaibilfty.' It -
involves, then, both a distancing from the situation (a prod=
_lomutic awakening to 6neuclf, to the myatery of one'l.frcodou
and destiny) and i'cightening of tho situation (by nwarﬁneun
~of it as the reality.of one'n_tate). In this exporience of
the boundary, when facod with the fundamental question about
. the ultimnfo significance or absurdity of one's life, one may
racoive na#urnncu.of tranncendence in ic unconditional action
or Eaiﬁh of Existonz. Yet such transcending awqrcncég of
faith ia hare ingeparable from “{mmarsion in my historic
dofinition” am the sole roniity of my life.

+In this {mmersion I do not.tnﬁn up my

fate as a maroly external one, I take
s it up as minat amor fatl . . . , /Thun/

tho pensa of historicity us a menme of
fato means io take concrete nxiutum:u&
5

seriously.

Jaupcrn turthor clarificn this inmeparability of

tranuconding and concrete engagement in his- discussion of

-~ 30ph 11, pp. 93-95.
ph 11, p. 192,
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cémmunication, ‘Thqridéa of counuﬁléition. in fact, is cantral to
the thema of hiat9ri€i;y.52 Aﬁ!‘hilﬁbfiﬁli ac:ion.»ot.coqua.

. allnha'infiiaccion of huzan bei@gﬁ. necilnarily {mplies communi-
ca;ion'in-uon§ senso, Yst £S;WJaipe£§' thought communication ias

wderatood not aimply an ons characteriatic of all historical

hctivicy. buc-na'chc'ﬁrtmary and normative 1nltnpcc of that

epacific action{whurein :hn-avnkehing of Exiastenz in tranacending

- .- ' ) A‘
faith remains always concrote and particular.

-Communication, of courms, 1s a complex phenomenon and

.

not all communication involves the awakening and pfanenca of
Exfotenz. In fact such communication ts rather rare and must
be diutinauiéaed from ordinary eommunication as the pursuit of

‘interesta, the exchange of 1n£ormnﬁion. or the affirmation of
. -~

idcas, In Julporn"tarminology. communication within tha

oncompasring of Exiatenz mudt'bn.diutinguiﬂhud from communication

within the othar modes of the encompassing (cmpirical axiatence
= ,

conaciousnann-at-largo, and spirit), oven though existencial
communication can only occur within thé Hadlum-of thesa objuctive

33 Binding together the diverse godes of communlcation

md“u .
as their common and fundamental motive {g readon aa the will ro

truth, and thus the will to unity and the will to communication.

527he firnt part of that "Uxiutential Vluctdation” to
which the entire second (and central) volume of Philonophy 1a
devoted {a called "I Myself {n Communicacion and ll{scorticity,”
Major primary cources for-Jaspers' dimcunmion of coemunication

are.the lengthy chapter in'Kﬂllﬂﬁﬂnﬂi (IL, pp. 47-10)) and RE,
ppc 77-106.

S3rh 1, pp. 47-51, 61-63; RE, pp. 80=-05, 94=95,

-163-
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And it is this ?111 to ctutﬁ and.uﬁity théh femlinl ﬁngn:iaftod
with the ﬁnriéuu 1ﬁm¢nnn; moden of hqﬁnn communication and thus
pushes to their limits so that, at a.ilven momcﬁt. in the give
and take of ordinary COmmunicacioﬁ;‘the posaidbility of a different
kind of communication might ariie.M In # discuasion 6! raliﬁion.
for 1pn;aﬁca (to move diractly to the topic‘n: insue here),
vhather in the on-going quest for reappropriation within a
particular traditioﬁ oY in the dialogue of different :radifionn!
the discussion may approach certain limits w?arn qucltionl'which
lrﬁ'no 1onger matters 6;—::cqrato kpowlcdge or the ascertainment
of idecas suddenly émcrgc with challanglng clarity. The challenge
may, of course, be avoided in the endleas flow of {nformation and
ideas, Or 1t'éay.hc taken up as R#inéenz calls to Existenz. fhun
the reality of communiﬁation haus changed, uhift;d. even though |
nothiﬁg han changed externally, Thon the flow of -information and
the give and take of {deas become the medium of what Janpersn S;Ziu
‘the "loving strupggle" of Existenz Qith Exiukenz. of faith with o
faith, |

Such exintential communication can arines, then, only at
the limits of other moden of communication when the quest for
truth presses beyond thome Iimita, It will not arise in the day

to day "taken-for-grantedneus" of one's faith, nor {in the secure

harmony of tradition, and not at all in the closed confinen of

-“

Wl

54ph 11, pp. 51-54; RE, pp. 85-01,



o ._ B ' S ;155;
exclusive orthodoxy.’> As Jaspora says, "not until I cease to'.

. be lOw‘h;itcrdd'do.I feol roally'imphlléd.to-communic;:;."56 TAt
tha.linit_ot such security - - for 1nsta§ce in the present crisis -
vhere che'hirmqny of tradition has béﬁn dilruptg& by doubt, by .
the awarencas of :;latiéity‘and-the din:urbing presence of other
traditiona - = ﬁho poalibilié; of such serious communicative
quest for the tr@:h aripen.’ Al always for Jaspers, experience of
ths boundary awakens Existenz. Yst (once again) the boundary is
prerienccd_no: by soma funtaa;ic figure in broqding isolation,
but concretely in the vpry'renl situation of human commmity and

comsunication.

The encounter of auch communication may, of cour;;. take
many forma and it contents will valy with the participants and
the occasion or queatioﬁ which-bkingn them cogehﬁer. {The dia-
logue‘of religions, huwev;r_ﬁantral to the ptcnunt diascuspoion, is
Just ;;e exanple of a uituation which might give rise to the loving
ntruggle of communication.) Yqi for Jaspers, such communicatidn
1uinot Just one of many ni:uacionﬁ which might lead to the awakcningn

’ »

of Uxistenz in boundary awareness gnd transcending faith, Rather,

"it {a only tn communication that I come to myself."3?

&

55pn 11, pp. 93-95, 01-82, One of Jaupers' continual >
chargen against religious faith {s 1ta refusal of communication
in the name of a4 revealed truth to be followed in strict obedience
rather than {n the openncss of communication.™ Cf, I'h II, pp. 57~
a8; PAP, p. 77, and PPR, pasatm,

%6py 11, p. 93,

Sen 11, p. 53, (Pmphasts added.)
. A



The thesis of my philosophizing 1s: The.

- dndividual cannot become human by himself.
Belf-being is only real in communication
with another aclf~being. Alone, I sink
into gloomy ieolation - = only in community

. mith others can ! be revealed in the act of
mutua;{ﬁélcovcry. <

Communication is not just one way to truth, it is for Jaspers
the wvay ~ ~ the most fundamental condition, characteriastic, and
criterion of absolute truth.59 For God, so to speak, or sub

apecis asternitaris, truth may be final and one, but for men in

time eruth 1§,manifald‘and developing - - "indeed a truth
developing in communication,"60

' Yot communication is cﬁg_ggy to tfu:h not in the densea
that truth {s the ranﬁlt a::uinad by means of some apecial,
esoteric ("uxiituntinl"{ form of cammuniéﬁtibn.' ﬂlncc the
communication of Existenz ;ith Exiotenz, in the medium of the -
ordinary cnhmunicnﬁion‘o! information and ideas, movesn bcyond
the limits of those modes of communicatton, it does not share
their results. It &% rather a never compléc:d procuua.‘whoue
"only end ia the possibility of‘fulfillud.uilcncc wvherce %c will
bﬁ takenup ever ugain.61 faid differently, {t ends only in

fxi}uru to achieve results. Yet preciscly this fatlure, this

)

SBomr, p, 147,

39nr, pp. 104-106. More penorally, communicability
is a keynote of each of the munninuu of truth ({n the different
modes of the encompaseing - - "what (s common to all truth in
all modes of the encompassing: that to ba uunurally true, truth
must be communicable."” RE, p. 77.

O, p. 106, O\

Olpp 11, pp. 63-64,

' al66-
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continull'ﬁnfulfillncnt leads unpredié:nbly to monan:l'o!
tranlchndins avarenoss, to awvareness of trunlcendnnce ‘as the
un;ralpnble soul loughc in conmuutcation. :ho uni!ying zround
vhtch unital .the still divided participants and motivates the
continuntion of cheir l:rugale. "
The unful!illmen: of communication and the
difficulty of bearing its shipwreck become
the revelation of a depth which nothigg
other than tranncendonce can f£111,62

Thus absolute truth is attained, quite literally, only in

(in the process of) communication and not by means o

The_géfugglc 6f comuunication, the movement to and fro of
challenge and reaponse, becomes itself the free and unconditional
- act (Existenz) of trahgqcnding faith,

. ™ that endleas givﬁ_nnd fuka. howsver, chalnwnrcnenn
of faith is never "hit upon at one stroke" (noE accninéd nn‘fnn
6bjcct1vc result that is held fnat").63 There is rather dﬁly
"a moment's ca;cginty" grasped, as it were, in bits and pieceﬁ.
as hinta and gucases which appear suddenly. in the various tumms
of the conversation. Such awarencss, moreover, "once 1t {# not
nothing to me, will appear to me as particular."®® Ie¢ will take
form in the information and ideas, the particular beliefs and
traditional views which are the content or uubutanée of the

dialogue and which become {n the movement of communication

E

62pp, . 104,
83 11, p. 63. &
64

'h II, p. 106,
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lon-niirily :runlpnrtnt':o ot'rnﬁnlatorf‘af :ranlcendeﬁcnti
As oxiutcnce ‘tied to his’ trnditian. the |
. individual can only coms to himself by
adopting the expreasive worlds ha has
inherited [even if/ he adopts them to 65
— the end o! a nev original realization,® _
Thus the nttninnon:.o! :ha ablolute ttu:h of !aith in comnuni-
. cation is at once awareness of transccndenoe as chac which
.encompallca oneaelf lnd tho'ocher. and a‘heigh:énina o!_the ’
- particular form of that awarenecss as the feality of ona‘dffnith;
In connunicaﬁion. in och&r worda, one iu thrown back upon one-
" self - -1n haithcned avareness of the limit uﬁd*particﬁinrity
of one's situation (of onc'alcrnditioni for 1nl:nncu)liiq d vis
the other, yat uimul:ancousl& 1ﬁ:awar§;anﬁ'of this put£1cularity
as the reality of one's fa:e. and finally 1n ndopcion of this
particularity as the rnalizabfbn of transcending faich. MHere
I stand," so to spaak, not forgeg;ul of historic rglativit& and
the p¥esence of the othor, not in arrogantly.ciclunive idencifi-
cation of my truth with transcendence, but in the realization
that in time I can do nothing elae. It 18 "here' only, albeit
only in the movement-of communicwtioq and in ever momentary
(historic) attainment, that truth can be nbuglutp (yc: not

~

excluaive),

Clearly, then, Jaspers' defenase of particularity is

not reducible to some (finally_cmpty) choice of one particularity

from .among the range of poassibilities thrown up by human history - -

65ph 11, p. 69,
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as 1! oﬁo cdu1d~calnly contcﬁpla uch pollibilitica !rom :ho

.outlidc. but then tinally has. to choose "bccnuse. a!:a: all,

you ;an t stand ovary place at ouce." Truth would cartainly :

bc noaninglalu on such :arnl 66 Nor is it cquatnble with

;_thOIC uorc uophilticaccd viewl in t.rna of which plurali:y

is lftirned as parc of a vision of the vnrioul cul:ural and

relisionl. "aach relating dircctly to God " each an inevitably

'hiltoric and rela:ive rcalization of :ransccndenc faich, 67

-lThere is no way in which this ‘vision of tha whole could be

known an truc. I: is, moreover, delpite its seductively
harnoniouu charac:er. finally dnlt:uccive of that particular
engagemant - whcraby :ruth might actually be a:tained. Yet
Jaupers poaicion is juac as clearly not, at tha other extreme,
an absurd or hiltoriciat fatalism which finds the 1nd1v1dual

condemned to chc prison of this particular situation. On the

contrary, freedomm deciasion, ‘choice are :he erux of the matter -

for Jaspers:

Truth is either cogent and thus not chqnen,
or it in mada uncondi:ional by choice,®

Only as I am and do something unconditional
irr existence will transcendence also mani-
feat itself tome ., , , .69

But 4t 45 not a choica from among diverse bouaiﬁilitiaul This

66py 11, p. 362,

67Jaapcru singles out von Ranke's philosophy of history
As an example of this uidespread positdon. Ph II, p, 113,

6Bpp, 11 p. 362,
5%n 11, p. 108,
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o _ﬁbcrclanlttind alousnido othor ntandpoin:s“ tor "ag Exi-:anz I $

5*5canno: stand at my own back - - lomn:hing 1 can do quitc well
as conlciousnall at large 70 Hhen puuh comes to nhove,‘lo to T
lp.lk. 1n concrete, comaunicative lcrugsle the diverlity of .

polnibilitial vhich can be known and (endlelsly) raflec:ad -
upon evaporatel as I am challengcd to daclare myself., The~,.£!
_choice, then, 1is 'a choice of myself, of the concrete reality’

of myself as Existenz in existence -~ ~ "here I stand" for,

in serious :hought and co icative atruggle, I cannot do

otherwise.

The choice I start from, as the source of

existential truth, is the choice in which ..

Existenz chooses itself. Instead of choos-

. ing a truch from the many types I am offered,

- I como to it by choosing the freedom of
Existenz to elucidate itself in the world
view that' is true for it alone.’l

It ia not a passive resignation to fate, but an active love

of my fate - ~ “the truth of the indissoluble union of particu-

larity and Existenz which we elucidate in the historic conscious—
‘ness of .a_mg_g_ggg_._‘. n2

Active love of one's fate, then, 1s "the hiséoric
coneciousness of adopting the particular aa definition turned
into cﬁe historic depth of Existenz itaclf,"’3 It is the

unconditional act whereby I take responsibility for my (real,

7Oph. 11, p. 117.

" Mey o1z, p. 363, i

2p1 11, p. 192,

Tph 11, p. 192, (Emphasis added.)

,
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mcuco. -axisting) uJ.t - - cho !ru appropriation ot :m-

‘h&lcoric parcicullrity which "bacomal a function of pouliblc . |

-Existens" bacause "its con:cn:a ‘and images poin: to me .,rfrga*’;_’ﬁ

nppcll to na, challanga w8 . ¢ f7‘ ‘tc tu‘chc deliberate

' *dnctlion to taks myself {n ny concrate hg,toric reality
.acrtouﬂly. in fact :o take thia sttuacedncss with uncondittonnl

75 I: 1n the laap:ar nhitt-whornby AR no longer

llriousncna.
’ siaply an ohnarvar of my and othay at:uatadnenq, nor aimply "an
m‘“\ 1nd1v1duaL finitely concerned wtth par:iculnr ﬁicunttonu." ‘but
\\j\‘"inttnitely concornag thncqnz."75 _
| Bpokan of 1n torma of craﬂicton. such adoption’ in ﬂoc
Ehc naivc “:akan-for-gruntndnasa“ of those who live in the
' undtuturhad untty of trudf;tan. but that froee respprgpriation
- ot rradttinn vichtn chu prnnanc criata to whiteh, as alveady
notsd, Jnaparn an:tra lifa's uork wan dadtcacud.77 It _ts not
8 r{gtd, archndax rapscition of the pawsc, nhr "thn dep atu

deunlacian of the 'wall this (s the® wny T am,' ., + [hutj a

deeped form of fraadom /as] the chotce of him who . . . tukes

himsalf over {n his heritage, in this body, in th::;::jflgian.u7ﬁ
X :

It 18, in other vords, chu roating or replanting readom in

-

enoxr, pp. 105, Lo,
75 '

el

Fh 11, p. 108,

IO 11, g, 181,

77Fnr &n excellent account of Jaspers' thinking about
~tradteion, cf, ‘the alrendy cited article hy Juanne Herach in
Bchélpp, ppe 923-610, and Jaapers' “feply v pp. 700=777,

4
-783; pe 776,
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| the soil of htoto!&.” ”!:‘p:rliti oy, rather, dewands continutey

and fideltty, for "the histortcity of Exiscans is it fidelity,"80
‘It both leads to and d;pandl.upon the "ﬁukan-tor-n:an:adncll" of
-vory&.y iitg and the comﬁun;:y,ot 1ife lived :oaé;hor'undaf
common nuchoricy.al And 1t {a or can be such'concrccu and
ordiqary iﬁvulvemanc in :ﬁé ongoing 1life of a particular
.tradition;and community (what Jaan.Wahl calls, paradoxtckllg.

a "relative cachoitcity"?z) only hecauve tr s finally, uncondi= - -

tionally, taken to bn'cruc; In Jawpers' own words, "qn Ex{stenz
adheres to ita own traditional revelatien of tranuéandunca P
.tn the particular form it has encountered and in Ehe particular

ianguaga « « » ROC on the ground that the revelation is one

form of pfu:h among'ocﬁaru. that tt is ‘'also crue,' but bacﬁua;‘
to Exigi;;k this truth {a truch'puru and uimplo, thu cru:h';heruby

1te self=baing will gtand or fall,"d3

Yot, howsver much hiscoric adeption demands continuity

and fidelity, 1ts truth {e not the enduring pouanuainn'of a Jﬂfg’r

——- ——rrar ———

. "The tmage 1 Harach's; p. 595, CE. Ph IL; p. 116,

= - B0y, 11, p. 118; cf. pp. 111-114 (on continuity) and
‘118~120 (on fidelity), : R o

‘BlJnapcrﬁ' l&ngehy discuastons of guthorit} conatitute
4 major thowe {n his thought, Cf. VdW, pp, 766-831; PE, pR. 47-
53¢ and the article "Libarty and Authoricy' in PW, pp. 33-56,

-

| r  Pha Renade de L'Rxtarance, pp, 104-105, - :

B3y, L, p. 23, Jaspers immediately adde, of courée,
that "this very uncondicionality would make Lt shun any exclu-
elveness and any claim to unfversalfty," It s absolure pra~
cissly as histeric, | .
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known ccr:ttudc.‘“‘ilt'il. to rni:iia:o :h‘ con:tnlling 1d§l

.of Julparn' toundattonul :hinkina, not at all a lattot of .
//

co.nltion or of objoccivtty. Objactivoly lpcuktnl (1n ;c:u-

-173=

of vhat can ba knovn). one remaina with hintofical'rolltivitial°- -

the knovledge, for inn:anca. that ‘thess bcliatl havn baen held
by E:%t particular :rndition iﬁ.chala ways at thaus timen and
places. To be sure, the shift occamioned by this lfnitntioﬁ
ff knowledge opena the posaibilicy of truth in hiutofic _
adoption. Buc{ig that- unconditional (existentlsl) act txuth
is attained historically - ~ in a monan:; an tlcaﬁinn avareness

ot':rannccnduncu-in the ntrua;lc_ot communicative ndopcion.55

'Ic in, in Jaspara' frequently rapoqced natnphor.”"truth in

breakthrough" (Wahrheit im Durchbruch), in momantary roaliza-

tion which “cuts across tims" (quer’ sum Aqig) as the "pranenc

' 9ternity of Existenz."80

Htatoricity, then, 1a‘u1nuICnnaouiiy (or dialectically)
commitmqn:'to histortc (enduring) particularity and hismtoric

%

e

I P ' . -
8'Ph 11, p. 1091 It "is no procuremant of 'an extant,
snunciable pesseusion.” ' ‘

8tere and in what follows the term "moment" should
not be misunderatood, Jaspers contrasts the transcending

- awareness in '"the exalted moment," the moment of uncondi-

tional act wherein Existenz io aware of tranacendence, with
the timalens, unhistoric validity of knowledge. Uut thins
noment is part (Cheth culmination and articulation') of tha

- "historit succension of interrelated moments" = = the process,

for inatance, of communication, or the gradual growth of
freedom and rclpnnuibilicy over time, . Cf, Ph II, pp, 110-113,

86Cﬁ. I'h II, p. 105 -and the entirs saction of VdW
entitled "Wahrheit im Durchbruch," pp, 710 sa,, aspecially
110=745, : |




- etornity,

~
.

_ | «17m
(nnuantafyi iwarln;ii‘o!.ﬁf;nléindenec in (1.0.}iby means of
and in the fom of) V_V:ha: commitmant. It is the unity 1o act,
_1§ n-uou;ﬁc'(nnd thus oiirAaglin to.;;\\p-cnactad).ot that
vhich-for dhéuahc romains inevitably. dual,87 To suggest this
finqlly inoffable dhi:y.‘Jqlpctl rclihl upon a continual flow
ofhparnJ$§£cn1-!ormulqgiona. Nistoric, truth 1is the "abpgafancd_ -
of transcendonce,” "thoe tomporal manifestation of transcendencs,"
or perhépu most np:iy "the vanishing presence of'franacoﬁdnncn."ﬂa
—The crhth_ot historicity {s the unity of :ompéralitﬁ with the
overcoming of time: it ia the appoarance of acorni:y."g9 Said
‘again, it ie the unity of "utarnni being" and "evanescent
phonomenon' = ~ "not in tho senaw of a timelows validity that
happens to be 3rn;pod now but would‘Pu junt -an cupnb}u of boing
graspad at some othoer times ., . . hut 1n the sonme tha:..oncu
rultllﬂud.'the tamporal phrciculnrity {o compruhuﬁdad an the

appoarance of sternal boing. . .5;“90 Yot bocaune historic truth

is attaincd only {n "the factual moment decpuncd to present

b 4

L .
this attainment rumnigu a "tonwion-rich, naver

gafinigixg_synlizncion."91

87pn 11, p. 107,

- 88¢ce, ph o111, pp. 18-10.

. =~ ‘
_ BOde. p. 651, ULtoernity, for Janperu, in not a
changeleas roalm, "womawhare elne, aside from tamporal appoar-
ance" (Ph I1, p, 113), but the fullpeaa of realization in time,

"the ovorcoming of timo within time” (VdW, p, 651).
. Ty .

)

Ppn 11, p. 111,
Mpp 11, pp. 111, 306,



TR YA

S

R L e Sa S EL PRI )

.,

and relativa, as nnre:axiucancu.

| o! n::a:onctal :ru:h. havcvor. the crt:tull qualtian- about

Jaapcrn' dt!unoc of par:tculari:y seem :o raturn in full force.
What of the actual, pnrtieulnr contents of such rcali:ution?

Is their at.nitiulnea no: dtuiuiahnd. and‘tinally ev-n nogn:od
by this ewphasis (an omphasis which 4s, after sll, not only 7

' unavoidable but clearly necessary in terms of iLlpcr! !ounda-

: tional thinking)? To this challenge Jaspers (in what may

here be considerad the final clari!icltion of his unduru:anding

) .ot‘parciculqrity) anowors both "yes" and "no." The content or .

' pnt:tnulag_toru of faith is at once nothing and everything - =

“1n£1n1:01y Inportnn: to tha individual , , . and yat at the
same time it 1o to hin as nothing bafore trnnucendoncn."’2 '
"A sense of hiltortcity." in other words, "can linulcancouuly

lond absolute weight to oxistonce . . . and keep it in sunspension
- WY .

The truth which Exictenz acquires here

in coming to itmalf 4is purely phonomenal,
but the phenomenon as duch, objectively
conceived and hold fast, is not the-truth;
it was true only becauwse thare ¥jy trang-
condance in it at the sams tima,”"

- The particular contents of faith, in othar worde, the idoas

and .baliafs, sacraments and rituals of.my tradition, are what
Jacpers calls "ciphers." What 18 adopted in nxi-tnntial__

historicity is ndopcadknoc as the objectiva (dogmatic or

92ph 11, p. 107,

Pen 11, 9. 207, ¢

Yopn 11, p. 109.
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Hlth luah cnphastu upon the hiltorieIlnntncary character



'_cibodicd) prdnedc; af.crhnicandonco. but ni ctphcr. or, more
| accurately, the objic:iva bacomes c¢ipher ot'tggnjcénddﬁce )

(becomes :fan-pu:an:‘cé tranlccndénce) 1&I:h¢ uncon&itlonhltﬁy,
ot'hia:oric qdﬁp:ion. -Ai"uiphir'(hbcaauugﬁéharo wag tfgpu- )
cendencé 1{n 1:_#: the same :imn") it 1:5"1a£1n1:01y important

to the individual.”

The idea of cipher constitutes, 6! courta, ;

and, in some rempactm, a culminating theme in Jampera' philo-

jor

aophy .7 Thus his discusaton of'cxphura {»- both detatled and
cowplox.gﬁ Yot {n a real menwe that discusalon addu nothing
.lﬁbn:uﬁciullﬁ nev to Jaspers' though:.- - to the idea, for
inatance, of {atthﬂnnd absoluta :rutﬁ. It {s rimply another
of‘iho ditturén; wa&n {n which he approaches and thinks through -
his fundaman:uljpoufcton. For the present, then, n'hrxnf o
refarence Lo Jarjrors' dlucuyﬂlﬁn of clphurn}muﬁt suffice,

A fifnt underastanding of the 1&9& gf clphur-can be

auggeated by refsrence to.the basic plittosophical opsrstton

digcuseed in the previous chaptor.?’ Human consclousnosy

BT e w O ETIITNIWL ME TN AT A L) e O TN STINL SIS WL T T I PEyr S et e S e

Srilltecte (p. 61) aven callu 1t "“the muucarpluc«. o

" of hig metaphysdcal thinking," .

f

)6Tha major primary nources are Ih ﬁII. pp. 113~
208, VAW, pp, 1022 = 1054 (published separately in Foplish
Aaa Truth and fymbol) And PEK, pp. 92-127, In addftion to .
the particular chaptlers tn the alresdy=cited Hecondary scurcen
by Dufrenne and Hicoeur, Ehrlich, Samay, and Tilllotte, theres
have been pumeroun articles and studies deveted particularly
to the nignificance of Janpers' tdea of clpher for the under~
standing of religlon., MRecent and notewarthy 14 Aloys Klein,
Glaube und Myrhos (Mlnchens Verlag Ferdinand Schlntngh, 1973).

97Cf._nbovn. pp. 123=124,
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remaina alvays within the subject-object dichotomy, Awareness

-~ of transcendenca, then, nust occur within Q%n: dichocomy.' in
fo

forms of objectivity, Yet this objectiva
avarencas (or the céncoﬁ:u-vi:hin which chl&-awarencqg'occuru)

te "an objectivity which transcends all knowledge [and] chus

7. net actually an object, but what we call cipher or aymbol or

nacnphor."98 1t 1s awarenous of transcendencs in the form of

objectivity attained proacisely in the oﬁura:ion which movea in
cbjectivity beyond it. faid differently, ﬁ aipher is cﬁn
bearer of cranuccndpncn in the (finally nof complatable and
thus endlowsn) movnman:_whtch nagatos lta objéccivlty and

. (S .
keapn 1t "in suspension.”. Yet 1t {m thus transparent to

tranacendence net in a meraly apeculative exercise of “tq;mnl )
tranacending,” but anly }t asuch thinking {s one wl:h the
personal uurloﬁnnena of kxintaniwk"cha uecond wiﬁg“). in
ituelfl the cipher famnlnn.and}ounly ambiguous, It ts no

longer a reality in the world am an chject of knowledpe, nor

i 1t the redlity of transcendence, "Clphars ars never the

4

reality of transcendence {tmelf, only fte posntble laopuags."? |

Yot that language can be heard only by Existenz as Lt thinks

B T K w»

of transcending

9"de. p. 1022 The passage f1llustrates Jaapers'
doliberate terminological tmpracinion, . ®enerally, howsver,
he wpanks of "ciphar" rather than "symhel" (the use.of meta=
phor 4n:this cantext belng quite rara) hacause symbol too
often muggests that there is somothing slse which could be
known directly, outttde the symbal, VPR, & 95, Cf. Fh ILY,
Pre 123-131 for Jaspars' early affort to locate his {dea of

‘cipher within a more goneral underacanding of nymhol {am,

ni
JJ!‘?R, p. 03, °



“{n the diréation ot trlnlcondtnco." struggling to rand :hs
ciphcr language of its hiatoric situation, and acts uncondi-~

tionally, in hiatoric adoption, In such momeats, then, “the

~ ciphers speak to us," "their glow will bear the message of

tranacendsnce,” but "only on the promise that we kocpjthal

suspended while comprehending them in tha depths to vhich

uwu have ncdiun."loo

Fof Janpers, unythinn.miaht chuQ hacome ch;
"pouuibla‘lansuaga of :rannrundaneé." Any thought, avent.
or objact = = an axpsrience of nature, an encounter with |
history or Ulth 8 11v1ns parson, a poem or work of arg,
peacatul ropome or ;xtréhn dintress. ALl might become in
& monent, for indlvlduai Ksiutuni. "echarged with the ﬁrandcur
of Gud."lol'-ln s schematic ordering of the various realms of
qiphhru (or "lunguaguy of crunucendancc"),'dnupnru refers to
such 1mmad1ac§_ur inihtt!vn sxperiences vwhere suddenly one

becomess attunsd to the prosence of transcendence as ''the

firet language" or "the dirsct lnnguuuﬁ of transcendsnce,"10%

fiuch experlence tu unﬁrcdictﬁhka and might occur nnywhard

throughout human history and throughout an inqlvtdunl human

103

life, A dunrise, for f{nstance, while known in sclentific

AN

2W00ppy, 1, 93,

 0lee, ppm, p. 95. (The phrase from Garard Manley
lopkins is not citad by Jaspers. huc doan deem to axpress -
his meaning.)

102 111, ‘pp. 114-115,

10)n view of remarks mada in the praecading chapter

“178~



oy

cae,

—

Al

fact as no accual rising of the sun ac all, ﬁthhc nc;}i in

nﬁ hls:oric_uonnﬁ: seTve rsltaﬁly as language of transcendence.l04

Yot aven for the individual such. sxpsrience leade
digcctly.tollrticulhcion as the effort to umdargcund; and tor
humanity as & vhole such arciculatlon ssrvew net only the
quent fqr understanding but the necesmary tfannmiuuiqn of the
1n1t;ul.cxnnr1uncutfrom individual to individual and from
zana;ac;on to generation., Hiatorically, according to Juaparu}A
quch nfriculntion firat took concrete forn.hu ayth, religion,

and -art ("the second languags") and later led to speculative

reflection on thews concrete articulations in various mets~

phyaical categories and systens ("the third language''),lOd
Thn_uacond and third languages, then, cnnutlcﬁtn vhat Jakpars
calls Tkha world of ciphers,"” the various historic monumantu’
and living iradxcinnn of those atoriem and fmages, events,

riten, and beifefs, tdeas and argussnts in which human beings

e

T ey =T -r— Y ——re Y = W s Ly

about Jaspers' dark view of nature or world, Lt {s
worth noting hers that the world which literally held no
vord for man {n answer to his fundamantsl quesntiong mighe

- BLLLL a8 cipher function as the language of transcendence..

The shite from consclounnentegt=Jlarya to Iixistenz, tn othar
vords, enables mep "to find the right way into the world"

(Ph 11, p, 5), to “expartence the world as the lanpusue of
God . ., . the mesting poing of thar which is aternal and -
that which mantfeats freelf {n cima" (ror, p, 36), In
Lhrlich'y phrase (p. 253, n.. 4}, the world funceions to
"mediate ‘the tmmedincy” of existential relation to transe
cendencs, On ciphars of nature, understocd more spaclfie
cally as the natural world, cf, ¥h I11, pp. 152-159 and

FFR, pp. 26-96, LOB=166, -

104ye, p. 16, L

10%p, 111, pp. 115-119,

~179~
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~have thought and acted "in the dtrscctoﬁ of transcendencs."106

Thus vhile ons may be uplifted by the first axpsrisncs of

transcendence in ciphars in tha most startling .and unforameen

~ ways, it is the world of ciphers, ;hallacond and third languages
. as they ATS boncracaly available in one's hiatoric eituation,

'nnd as they are taken up in hinﬁoric adoption, which provids

c;iricy and c&n:inutcy for fatch,
" Yor Jaspars, then, wﬁilu the world of cipﬁurs 19 as
vast as human history, all ciphers clearly _re not cquaily
‘poudlbla languagea for all men. Nor is Qha: Jaspars ﬁniln
“tha'fanding of éiﬁha:u." the u:rugﬁLc ;f éﬁiﬁkiﬁz ;ﬁd i;fiﬁi‘
in ciphera to haaf.thc truth of Ennnncenduncu. the same 1n.
each of tha different rsalma of ciphnra.1°7 ‘CLuany tha way .f_. ‘--e~'
of tha {ndepandent philosopher, Hraatlinﬁ with thu-hgr!tngul

of great philonophicel'chgggh;_rqﬁhrdlcuu of whan or ;hhrc

it orig!nutad; in diffarent from cthe mora historically defined

and communal path of the religfous man.}C0 1n 211 capes,

T— L - - Rt T —

106Philoﬂaphy. then, fs as much a thinking {n ciphars
an myth snd religion, It dous not provide s method of demytho-
logizing or a key ta the real (lireral, wole) meaning of thae -
ciphers, Myth and relipfon are net, in othear words, transformad
into thetr true wsubstance as philodophy, Tarher myth snd - _
teligion and philosophy each provide an authentic posath{liry
or way in the world of ciphars. This, of rourss, 16 the haste
point in Jaspers’ critique of Sultmann.  Cf, MG, ppe 15 8e,

107Tha reading of ciphers {m not decipharing in the
senfie nf movemant from ripher to the real nr literal maaning
somahow behind the cipher, fuch dacipharing s, for Jaspers,
clearly Impaanihle, ALl {ncerprecation of ciphers remains a
thinking {n ciphers and thus can never ba finsl, "Fhe cssence
of what & cipher is Fan he afated only in anocher ripher,”

. PFR' pl lrlﬁl

10Bpsp . 0n. 111-127,
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howcvcr. tho contents of pnr:icular cruditions (whc:hor
philolophical or religious) can bhe tha ponntble languags of

:rnnucundance only for Extatcnz and then only 1n|ofnr as thay

are appropriated as ciphars (1.:.. anly Yon the prcntlo thlt ve '

keop :hcl uunpcnded")

Trannnandanr raalicy, to be exparienced br
Exiatonz alone, is manifestad in ciphars,

L | - What apeakes in ciphers is not heard hy. apy
. tntellect . . , /but/ only by the freadom
of ‘Existens vith which transcendence
~ communicates in that languags.
~Thus the tundnmcnrul pprvurnion of ciphnrn occurn

not vhen the ciphar world 1- simply observed a8 a phanomcnon,

of human hinCDry. Au-uuch in the stody of rnligiona. for =

instance, particular ciphers bacoma quite lagittma:a objcc:;

of hlﬁtoricnl knowladgc._ Rathar ciphers ara pesrverced whun.

" 1n Jaspers' tarms, they are raparded as "smbodied transcendsncs’ - =

7 as a definite grasp (known or revealed) of transcendence in this
v particular 6b3écg'of pé}cuption'orrtpought.bll fuch dcflﬁit; b

attainment nf transcendence 1a clearly {mpossible in terms of

the foundationne of daspoers' thought, (Belng=in-teself doss not ,

appesr. 16 the subject-obiect dichotomy; what appears 1s Always

. logppn. p. 95}‘
ILOPVR' pi 96- i 8

111??3, pp. 100 &8, MHere again, ip only slightly
altered form, fs Jaspers' continual critinue of "catholic Lygm
a8 the unwarranted claim to know what cannot be known, 9Yﬁ
PFPR, of course, the Chriscian doctrine of revelation as ,
Jdaspers understands 1{ {8 the. parttcular form of embodigfent
under nttnrk. )

]



particular or phanoncnal baing ) RiL :han. "the rcali;y of

'.trlnlccndoncc is thus captured . , , ve have lost :ransccn-'

dence, "112 And the posaibility of Existenz as chc only vay

to ths rlal truth of cranucanacncc has Alao been lolc. th

the only appropriats response to smbodied transcendence 1u blind
(idolncrous) chedience and auchoricacivo pressrvation in

fixed (dogmatic) form. Yat 1n such form the cipher languags

‘grows silent, its ligﬁc darkened. "Any fixation would extin-

guiqh chcm.. To Q:ay alive they must remain nu-pcndOd #113

“Yor it is preciacly as suupcndcd as not objaccively detinica

but nmbiguously aglow with pouslblc ‘depth, that they appeal

. .. pot to knowinx-connciousnaau hut to popsibla FExistenz,

P -
] - Nl

Jasus as ggé incamats Cod ts intelloctual Aqbuanue‘nnd'u )
raltgiou; ofécnﬁn; but as unique cipher of Céd's presenca to-
man and man's to God the flgure of Jandgﬂkhd chriacgiogical .
docqqinc provide ;n‘imm%nﬂa depth of possible truth, 1% The
truch of ch;/gkphcr will épeak, howevar, only to Exiﬂfcnz in
1te strugglé to plumb that depth, and even then 1ts truch will

never be attained uhambiguouuly and fiﬁul;g.‘but only histor{-

*

-C.ﬂlly v

Ciphers, then, when noc'g}oclaimad as definite cru:%

to he learned and obbycd, call to that in man which moves beyond

112ppg, . 100. ' ‘ .
YMppn, o, 124,

L4ce, prm, pp. 109, 145-148, 161-164,
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the limits of the secure and knowable. They invite participa~

- o tion in what Jaspers calls "the twofold struggle' - - thlllttﬂﬂllc.

¥ e at

against our own (idolatrous) hunger for secured objactivicyﬁaio
- keep the. ciphers suspended by che cndlollly dlalectical negarion
of their objcc:ivity. and the aubuequcut connunicative s:rugglc

k~ ("10 the realm of ciphers") of interpretation against interpreta-

B 1 A Tt P L vy Y

—tien, ciphsr agatnst ciphcr.115 In the movement of thess two,
1hi¢p§rab1§ struggles (am, for instance, in the quest for the ).
tfufh q!Aa particular religion or 14 the dialogue of rnliéionu). -
particdlar ci%ﬁaru may becoma, historically, :hﬁ langunﬁc of |

" transcendonce.

"It is clear, then, that Jaspers' dinéquaion of ciphera
rccgpi:ulstcu the basic aspects aflhis defense of particularicy,
The contents of a particular faith may be appropriated enly as
cipscrs, but the cipher language of transcendence can be'ﬁeard

only in particular, historic appropriation, Ciphers_are as -

. such always particular (and plural). The language of trans-
-
cendence speaks not everywhere, not through "ciphers-tin-general,”

but in the language of this ‘particular cipher heard in chc hiu:oric
and communicncivu atrupgle for its truth, The reading of

- ) _ particular ciphers, in other words, is nccomﬁliuhcd by "ndop:ivé

| | incerpretation.” -And in nucﬁ'rcadtng. "the iﬁierprccer does not

% come close to them until he lives them (in thnen mitlebt)."l16

115prn pp. 125-126,

11°Pru, pp. 119, 121, 127,

I~
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‘c1phnrl. thln, are not. (objaccivu. cabodiad) nodiacor- ot

.'::Ialc.udtncc. bu: thay do nediate tha "forever now 1un¢diacy"

”‘o! sxistential avareness. ot transcendence.: 117 S e

3

- B The third, and final aspect of Jaspers' respongs to
; the type 6! cr;ciciln outlined at tﬁh'cnd'ot the precgdins
chapter concefns the adequacy of hid account of hiscorig
.partfbulifity for theg undqrutaﬁ@ing of religious truth.  Given
th;irthin ncépunt of parﬁicular;cy doss- permit (in Jaspers'
v;aw)ra<51§n1f1cant piurnlicy,‘is it ‘adequate as an' account
.qt religioua plurnlity and thus as the basis for an affirma- .
tion of ths posnibili:y of a plurality of true religiona?

Hcra the cunchcc of Jnupcrn' response can be put
quite. briefly (tc ia a8 qualified, yet definite yas"). because
"Juaparq-rcnlly tnkcn.very liftlc.tiga to argualcha question, '
The bulk of his discussion of religion, as_already suggested
at vn;ioqs'poinca in the preceding pages, consists of an’ '
iciccnalve; tuchcr r;pécitive.critique of religiois self-
undcrﬂtanding en the grounds that it constitutes an idolntroun
fixation or cmbodimcnc of cransccndencc and thnt. consequently,

it becomes an authoritarinn ncgncion of freedom (Exiatcnz) a8 :

_the sole authentic path to transcendent truch,116 Cor}eupond-

. . -

) 117{"‘? .p, 11, Cf, Jean Wahl, Ls Peneée do l'instcnce,
P. 127. . .

) 1181: is not Rome slone, nor even Christian orthodoxy
3cncrnlly, but religious orthodoxy in any form which here atands
ncéﬁ’cd of the "Babyloninn csp:ivi;y“ of true faith, )

. : T4
- ! .
L) vy * i *
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'-ingly ipch of'the.diséhssion of Jaspers from religious quarters
has focused on the inaccuracy of his critique of religion.
Indeed it is difficult fo; a religious person to recognize bis
own beiief and practice in Jaspers' at times tirésome reheaxs;l
_of standard Enlightenment and liberal atEacks on religion as
superstitiouns materialization of the divineAand slavishk obedience
to narrowly dognatic‘aﬁthoricies.llg All -too often, in fact,
Jaﬁpers Setra}s what seems surprising ignorance 6fhactﬁal
_ reiigipus and their ﬁany Specific‘differegces.lzo' Jaspers, of
kcourse;_might well respond that it isitﬁe (academic.and pre-
dominantly liberal) theoiogiaﬁs who are oét of touch with the
reality of religion as it is 1i§éd by the masses.‘ fet the
'theologians could in turn respond that the criﬁique_of what is
;dolatfous in popular religion has beeﬁ and rémains a primary
gﬁncé:n §£ aﬁthéncic reli:gion.121 ' .. Lo

Yef the thrust and parzy of such exchange is, for
present purposes at least, really somewhat bésidé the point - -

as the continual return to and even fascination with Jaspers

- -

llng. the previously cited work by Heinrich Fries

for one of the more polemic rebuttals from the religious side.
1205, Barth, p. 292.

121Consider the following remark by the American
theologian William Stringfellow in his "Introduction" to
Daniel Berrigan's They Call Us Dead Men (NY: Macmillan, 1966),
P- 1ll: "This book is not.religious in the conventional seunse
of that teim: it does not expound dogma; it does not resort
to jargon; it upholds no ritualistic vanities . . . it does
not cater to the lust for indulgences; it does not assault v
-the conscience, nor does it insult intelligence."




~
by religious thiniers would seem to suggest.l22 Indeed

what is ﬁos: surprising about much feligiﬁus‘cozmgqtary on
‘Jagpers, in l;gﬁc of his persistent attacks, is the lack of
concern to spend much time -and space responding to this nega-
.tive critique and the evidept concern to test the viébility

of ﬁis p;offered alternative.123 ang this, far from comsti-
tuting a failure to take Jaspers seriously, is actually quite
‘in acébrd with his intentions since, as already noted, the

goal of his discussion of :eiigion is "to promote truth in
Teligion by means of a philosophical cri:iqug." The purpose

of his cqn;tantly Tepeated 3:tacks‘is‘to enaSle';he churches
“to crack "the shells ogycheir ddgmas and insciCu;ion§ and
'[?13@7 in them a conée:#orary voice."124 ¢ religious believers
no longer :ecogﬁize::hemselves-in his critique, then so be it!
Perhaps the necessary ::ansfofﬁation gf religious self-under-
standing is already underway and Teligious truth is increasingly

understood by religious zen ir terms apprbaching Jaspers' own.

Thus the real issue is not whether Jaspers' negative

- -186-

1221he wost recently published example of that continued
interest is the study of Cotteserfahrung und Glaube by Helzut
Pfeiffer (Trier: Paulinus-Verlag, 1975). The work is subtitled
Interpretation wmd Theologische Aneigaung der Philosophie XKarl
Jaspers' (“iaterpretation and theological appropriation”). The

Present study is likewise, of course, evidence of such coatinued
interest. ) '

lzBIhe work of Xavier Tilliette would be the 2WeSt note-
worthy exacple, but the concera to refor=ulate faith in ways
understandable to "moderm man" is evidently a preoccupation of
much contemporary theological work. _

124pez, p. 322.

-



critiqﬁé'of religion-is accura:e; 5ut wﬁethég-his positiveh
prescriptians are adequate. At least for :ﬁe topic ﬁnder'
discussion here, the question is whether his analysis of truth
as his:oricity (fnd‘thus as particularity and plurality) is
| adequﬁ:e as an un&erstanding’of reiigious truth. And Jaspers’
answer, as noted, is a straightforward, albeit qualified |
affirnative. |
For Jaspers, in fact, the real quéscgon-is not whether
his analysis of truth fits the actualiﬁy of the religioms,
but whether the religions for their owm survival can be
transformed so as ;o_f- the conditions of truth made
inescapable by the present crisis - - and-tyat, foé hinm,
inevitably means transformation according to the underscaﬁ@ing )
of :rut§ outlined in his wricings.%zs JaSpéré does‘no: want .
beldly to claim that his wri;ings.mnst now become the norm i;
terms of which the canons of the great reliéions are to be
‘:Ln:e'rprecad.lzs One of the first qualifications he ::I:é.kes
I‘regarding his position is that the :equiréd trﬁnsforaation
of the religions‘must be accomplished from within, by virtue
of their own dynamism, ds religious persons struggle in the

present crisis to return to the "primal source" of their own

125PFRL"gp. 231 ss.; PSP, pp. 95 ss.

1261n this context Jaspers remarks, quite sincerely
it would seem: "How oddly disproportionate.it is for an individual
te write about such things! How infinitesmal his thinking looks

against the overwhelzing sweep of history and its Spi*i:ual forces.”
PFR, p. 322.

-187-
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't::ditions 12? The philosopher, who stands on the outside, 3- _:;."'
Peannot possihly tell: the theologians and the churches uha:
to do," but he can help to "prepare che ground and . . .
produce ‘awareness of the intellectual situation nece;sary :
- for the grﬁwth of what he h;ﬁs&lf céﬁgot.create." and he
éan‘faise_“questi&gs that he cannot answer, though he knaws'.
-that the future will assuredly give the mswer."128 In nis
“loving struggle” wich religious believers, moreover, he canmot
but assert wha: ke believes to be true - - that faith must be
transformed according to the basic conditians made inescapable
'1n our day md clarified via foundational thinking. '
' Thus while specifics of the necessary change in religious
self-understanding are generally not discussed by Jaspers, the
broad lines of such ch;gge are clear and can be .sumarized by 8
_the statement that the contents of each religious tradition must
‘be reappropria:ed ﬁs ciphers.lzg §$Eaking sPecifically to the
religious situation in the West, JaSpers-briefly suggests. the
. significance of this change for "biblical religion."l3D It is,
he stresses, "not the substance of the biblical faith thai needs -

cfansforming, but its appearance . . . its garb.“l3l Yet this -

‘;27PSP, pp.. 96, 103; PFR, p. 322.

128psp . pp. 108-109. o
lzsPFR, pp. 100 ss., 337 ss. = J-*ﬁi{
13%s. prr, pp. 329-356; PSP, pp. 82-112.

131PFR’ p . 330 . 7 &
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change must nonetheless be Ma change as far-reaching as all .

“the other changes that have taken place in our era - - or else
the eternal truth of biblical religion will recede beyond the
horizem of man. - ~ and it is Enpossible to say'uhaf might take
its place."132 It means a change in one's appropriatiocn of
the Bibhle -'— from divinely inspired boock (the idea of revelation
must itself be undersgood.as a cipherl33) to a compilation of "a
. thousand years of religious, mythical historic, .and existential
experience. ~a tich record of emba:tled conflicting ciphers. '
which invites “and requires historic adoption.134 Thus, too,
the person Jesus cannot 1i:e:al;y be taken as thelGod-mzn, bug,
as a magnificant cipher of the legitimacy of eiphers (Qediators
between God and man) and of man's %nexpressible closengss to
God.135 More generally,,then, the claims to dogmatic and exclusive
truth must be abandoned 50 that the eternal truth of the tradition
night be "retrieved: from fixations" by the historic penetra:icn
.and adoptiocn of 1its ?ten_.ts as cip‘Ee’rs.ms |

Yet‘this call for the transformation of the religioms
would seem to raise again the basic question about the religious
adequacy of JasPers‘Funderstanding of tru;h. Does not thg trans—-

formation of particular religious contents into ever-ambiguous

132psp p' ios.

~ 133prR, pp. 339-342
134prR, Pp. 330L337 | -
135vaw,,pp, 105211053; PFR, pp.’ 337-339.

136psp, pp. 104-106; PFR, pp. 342-343.
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ciphers (“mere ciphers™). negate ‘the positivity which Jaspers

_ himself regards ss the distinguishing characteristic of religio;}"
Does it not in effect'deséroj the basic religious_pasqions of
Teverence and (éomnﬁnal) worship, ;e;lacing them witl (individwal)
 philosophic coateméla:ién and existential decision? 1In Jaspers'

ovn words, "If we deny embodiment gf.the divigé, are we qof ‘
sloughing off everything sacramental?"l37 ‘Iz response, Jaspers
would admit the risk involﬁed in this transformation, but would
argue that precisely this risk might call forth the .earmestness -
or seriousness of faith in adoptive interpretation. Aurhentic =
faith, 1in other words, must rum the risk of ‘freedom.t38 on1y

in freedom does sacrazentalism "not lute és iﬁ;o those eubodying
:rgps,“ yeﬁ\i; freedom, "ritualism and sacramentalism aré .. _1‘p
po#sible in a life with ciphérs.ﬁlag The transformation of .- |
positive religious contents into ciphers, then, does mot for.
Jaspers destroy their positivity andlparticglgrity. Réther

“it "retrieves them from fixations," making\thei:_au:henti%

appropriation in faith a real possibility while at the same

tive preserving them from the type of.reducticnisn‘which is

R » )
137prR, ». 1681; cf. p..103: "The great question is

whether anything stripped of corporeality can remain effective
as a mere cipher."

)

138pFR, pp. 353, 321, 329.

13%¥R, p. 101. Ccf., p. 112: "Where worship was
regarded as cipher it seemed it could be solezn and serious
.in frgedon. veighty in suspension, without loss of vigour."
Jaspers' protestantism is evident in this approach to the
sacrasental. In historical ter=zs, he clearly sides with
Zwingli against Luther and .Cathol{cism,




that historically heterogeneous faiths could communicate in.

1t without abandoning thenselves and "could :runsforn then—
selves by their ouq depth . . . into the new foundations that
_human sericusness needs under the conditions of the coming
age."ial_ It opens the possibilit§ of a future not of facile
tolerance (which is really inaifference), but of the loving
-struggle of communication in real tolerance. "For autheantic
truth arises oniy.where faiths meet in thglpsesence of the

encompassing.™142 " Thus it 0penapche’j£aéibility, for the

. lboﬂhile theyissues in the famous Jaspers-Bultmann
debate are complex, it is fairly accurate to say that Jaspers
disagrees with Bultmann at two fundamental points. And these
points not only serve to summarize Jaspers' understanding of
religious truth, but testify to the seriousness of his concern
for specifically religious positivity. In the first place, as
would be expected, he attacks Bultmann's rigid, exclusivist
orthodoxy. Despite all the pseudo-liberalism of Bultmann's
program, it finally proclaims the one Christian truth as the
saving truth for all men. Secondly, however, he attacks the
demythologizing program because it robs Christianity of
precisely that rich particular world of ciphers by means of
which 1t might serve as a vehicle of faith., It impoverishes
religion in tHE name of the pseudo-scientific world-view of
modern mam. Cf. ¥C, passim; R, pp. 782-783.

*»

141prg, p. 88.

142psp, p. 181. Cf. RE, pp. 100-103.
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first time, of a real: unity of. nankind - - not via an

- unrealizable universal faith.”bu: in boundless ccmmunication

T
* of the historically differen: in never-ending dialogue,

rising to heights of noble emulaticn 143 gy o .
Such, then, is Jaspers controlling viéion of - '.---“‘*T--aﬁ*";__

réligious ﬁlé;alicy and truth, and his carrespanding claim

that ;he religions must be tga;sforned in terms of that

vision. Once again, of c;prse; Jaspers qualifies this claim - -
oot only, as already noted, bf stressing that this traasformation ’

can be‘accopplished enly from within the churcﬁes,_but by admitting

that fianIY, after é;eryleffort ét codp};hension..feligion

remaiﬁs_the uncomprehended other which stands in polar opposition
. to philosophy. The philosopherrcannot bus articulate thg claimsg -
Hhich-:hbught seems 59 ;ender inescapable, yet he toc finally : T
speaks in ciphers and in faith and.must‘remgin opea to the o
otherness of the religious world which escapes his‘graép.IAAI
Yet while such qualification is.undoubtably truthful on Jaspers'
part, it Is mot particularly significant for the p;esen:
di;cussion. What 1is signifitinf_ié"the adequacy of the idea

of religious truth proposed by Jaspers, however.genciy that
Progosal 18 made at certain times. The following chapter will

attempt to evaluate that adequacy.

*r

183y, p. 106.

184ce. PRR, pp. 356-363: 321-322.




CRITICISM -

Up to this point in the preseat work I have tried as
nucp‘as possible to iet Jaspers ;peak with his own voice (just
'Qs, in the 1nPr;ductory chapter, I attempted to présent the
problen aslit is underét;od in much contempora;y thinking).

fh:eé%retatioh, of courée, is inevitable especially in the type
of snmnafy argument presented in the preceding :ha@tprs. Yet
the direction, the sequence of Issues raised, and ch? various
twvists and frequent repetitions in the arguzment have been an
aitempc to represenbsghe directiom and the-tuisting, repeti?ive
movement characteristic of Jaspers' :hinking. .Hy an-commén:s
have been limited to rerarks Iin various fdotnotes and questions"
raised at the end of Chapters II and III: In th; pré;;nt
chapter, héuever, I ;hall tTy to develop the criticism of - r
Jaspers which is either stated or implied in those notes and
questions in order to evaluate the adequacy of his proposed
resoclution to th; problem of re;igiéug pluraiism and truth.

The primary purpose of this concluding chapter, then,
is to ansver the questiom, "Does Jaspers succeed in providing
a vay of uanderstanding religiou& truth so that more than one
religion may strictly speaking be said to be trus?" As
inﬁicated at the very beginning of éhis study, the queaéion

-193-
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13 ansvered 1n the negative since Jhspers resolution to the

'3‘lprob1en of religious pluralism and truth 13 found wan:ing. Yet

His thoughc is also taken co be :ypical or represen:a:ive of much

cantcmpornry thinking ahout Che problen whiEh builds upon funda—
uencglly sinilar fonndations and zoves in che same dire\gion or
vithin the same basic framework 1 Thus a secondary snd more

-A..

general purpose of both the preceding analysis and the present

critique is to understand Jaspers' thinking (and by inplication

ot : > _ . )
the type of thinking it represents)-in order teo understand why,

. despite much nhat seexs pronising, it aonetheless goes wrong.

Why is it, }n'other words, that a thinking vhich contains many
of the elements of what would seen t;<conq§i:ute an adoquate
zmalysis of religious truth in a conte;: oé religious pluraliom
nonehow still'foils to bring these gorious pleces of the puzzle
together in an‘ndeouate way?" An answer to that question,

although far #om %eing a resolution of the problem of pluralisay

and truth, might at least sngges: different and hOpefullffnnre '

adequate directions for :hought about the problen.
" Yet the difficu.:y of zny attempt to develop a serious
critique of Jaspers' thinking has already been noted. Because

b ‘
his work attempts to deal systematically with the deeper curreats

" of modern thought, it takes ome to the centrer of today's wost

lAlthbugh it sounds a bit grnndiosc, one might Hell
refer to the type of thinking here as "modem" (Kantian or
post—Kantian) and thus to its effort to resolve the problem

7'of pluralisz ad truth as "the modem project,” or at least

"a moderm p*oject " concerning religious pluralis=m. That

~'Jaspers, at least, wants to mmderstand his thinking in those

terms should be clear from introductory remarks in Chapter I
{esp. pp. 25-28) gnd the entire discussion of Chapter II.
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fundamental and controversial 1ssqes{ .Thus a fully adequate

critique can finally flow only from an equally clear and funda-
:
mental position as regards those issues. In the absence of

such a position, one runs the risk of ﬁetely stringing together

comment after comment withoutr aﬁy real unity and yitﬁout any
assurance of having to;ched.tﬁe crucial or fundamental point.
Ihe ideal fequireuents of criticism, then, place seriocus strains
ﬁpon ;he practical iinitations of time and space, to say nothing
of those more significant limitations imposed by the eritics’
own want of wit and wisdom.. For all these difficulties, however,

the primary focus of the follééing critique remains the question

of the adequacy of Jaspers' wnderstanding of religious truth as

it purports to resolve the problems posed by contemporary
consclousness of reiigious pluralism. Insofar as discussion of
that question‘ineﬁitably involves dore fundamental issues, those
issues will be takenqup.f - without, however, amy clainm that
they will have been adequately:or thoroughiy discissed.

* Thus aft;r (1) a-brief, introductory section on thep
way in which the critique of Jasperg Hill Se aﬁproached, (2)
discussion will focus upon the failure of Jaspers' thought to
account for the religious plurality it intends teo affirz, and

thus his failure to clarify the logie whereby”a plufality of

religions could be equally true. A concluding section (3) will
, ¥

explore the reasons”for this failure and attempt to draw out
implications for a more adequate understanding of religious

plurality and truth,

R P LR
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One of :he uays ‘ruhich a c:itique of Jaspers
: discussion of religious pluralism might be developed is exem—

plified by :he type of arguncnt made (at . least implicitly) in.. -

T l196-

much :heological writing.zl From within the context of one - _q;-;

par;icular igion, the theologians basically argue. that
Jhspefs

fect solves the problem'only by dissolving ic.
His call for the :rxnsformatigd of the religions 13 understood
not_as a change ég.religion; bué as a chamge gg_tﬁe religions
into something else, into a general philosophical faith.. It
removes the stunbling block, the concrete particnlarity of
origir and ::adition characteristic of religious faitk, and
‘thereby removes the very point at which the varicus religions
are most different (and ﬁhence other differences, above all -
oppositions of doctrine, flow). Tor it is ciqpr that 3udais=,
Christianity, and Islam (at least as tradi:igzal‘ underscood)
originated in and continue to stand (or fall) bnyhe rruth of
what Emil Fackenhein has recently called "root experiences"

of God's presence and action in history.3 It is equally cleét
that the orig;& of other religions in‘historical events, founders,
and seriptures ﬁhich are taken to be revelatory (even if the

relation of the divine and history is not understood as it is

zCf., for instance, Tilliette, pp. 120 ss., or
Klein, fp. 216-234 (where Tecent theological discussion of
Jaspers 1§\revieued)

36od's Presence in History (New York: New York
University Press, 1970), pp. 8-11, 30,

-,

.
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ta biblical religion) 11kewise establishes the basis of their
' distinctiveness and may well,, then. eonstitnte "the largeet
difficulty in the way of religious agreemenr."4 Thus vhen
Jaspers would transform the understanding-of eueh eoncrete;
revelatory origins (and of the doctrine which fiows from them)
into-ciphers-of human treescending, he.would etarge not some-
thing 'aeeidental, but sor.::ethfng essential to the actuality
of the religions and to’theirﬁdiversity.' To but-the matter
Dore. generally, by means of tiat t;re of symbolic understanding
of religion whieh has today become widespread the real differences
among the religions are 1n effect negated and the ' problem of
pluralism" ig¢ resolved - - thet is, “shown to be really no problem'
at all.? g . ‘ B
In response to such criticisz Jaspers would, I think,
reiterate (at least) two of :hé central goints made.ie—hisj
discussion of religious truth.6 In.the first place, he would:

continue to maintain that attention to the new realities of our

" age {as articulated in critical philosephy)_eimply makes a’

43ohn Hick, Philosophy of Religion, p. 128.

Sce. Charles Davis, Christ and the World Religions,
PP. 26-39 and the chapter on "Religious Svmbolism and 'Universal'
Religion" in Mauricg Friedmamn's Touchstones of Reality (New York:
E. P. Dutton, 1974), pp. 216-233. Friedmann (p. 226) cites
Abraham Heschel's pointed observation that '"in earlier times,
symbolism was regarded as a form of religious thinking. In
modern tizes religicn is regarded as a form of symbolic thinking."

5Although not focused in exactly this way, Jaspers
makes essentially the same argument in his "Reply To My Crities
in Schilpp. Cf. R, pp. 777-785.
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transformation of tr#diciénal religious self-undefs;anding _ -
inescapable. Truth demands that sacred origins, revela:;ons, |
and doctrines be Treappropriated todaﬁ as ciphers éf trénscen-
dence. Any other less critical understanding of religious
traditions is no 1onger éenaﬁle; Secondly, however, and more
poaicively, he would argue that while the appropriation of
religious origins and beliefs as ciphers may seem like the
dissolution of all.particularity when viewed from within
3

‘the fortress of orthodoxy, it in facet c&ﬁstigutes the only
possible and Still very real afffrmation of particularity,
and thus of plurality. He would, in other words, vigorously
reject the charge that his call for the transformation of the
religions results in a loss of the concrete particularity of
the various religions and thus of uﬁEig'A&fferences and real
opposition, ‘

- :

Fhile Jaspers would, of course, conclude his reburtal
with the standafd caveat Fhat for him religious faith finally
remains inexplicably other, he would also repeat his complaint
that "discussion with theologians always breaks off at the ,
crucial point. They fall silent . . . assert s;ne:hihg
wmconditionally . . . and in the last anal;sis they are not
really interested. For in the last analysis they are certain
of their truth, terrdfyingly certain."7 The theoleogians, in
reply, would find Jaspers' brand of tolerance to be likewise

S |

7PSP P. 77, and €N, p. 112 (I have used parts of ’}
each translation of the same passage) .

N,
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:cfrifyingly gcrtain; closed, and dogmatic. Ihus-thc argument
scexs to get novhere as Jacuers and tﬁc theologians talk pcs:
ccch other, cach.fron'vitpin a set pcsicion. The tﬁeologians ‘
base.thcir cciciquc ou chc actuality of religious faith.
Jaspers replies that whilc he knows what the religions actually
are i: is tha: ac:uali:y vhich must be changed and can bc
changed without dcstrcying religious particu;;r;py.

lHowcvcr valid. then, thc theological critique of

Jaspers' discussion of pluralism and truth (and I find myself

fundamcntally in agreement with it) it probably does not provide
the best avenue of approach for a critical und%rstanding of |
Jaspers' ideas. The adeqd%ﬁ? of iaspcrs' position‘cén pcrhaps -
be better evaluated, and the reasons for its inadequacy more
clearly understood, not by a critique uhich originates-within

the particularié& of religious faith (and thus "from outside"
Jaspers' though:), but by an apprcach whichjseeks,to evaluate

~ Jaspers on his own terms,,tu develop a cricique "from within"

his own position. Such, at amy rate, is the approcch taken

herc.a

The basic argument of this critique from within is that
there is not simply a gap, but actually a contradiction bctwucn
intention and perfcrmance vhereby key aspects of Jaspers'

X

'J
pcrforuancc ncsate ‘or undercut those other aspects of his

thought which are crucial for the intended affirmation of

8Thc two apprcachcs ("from outside™ 'and "from within")
should actually meet and overlap since the basic issues involved
would finally be the same.
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religious particularicy and plurality. fo put the m#tter in
slightly different terms, there is, as already noted 9 a
petvasive ambiguity or tension‘in Jaspers thinkiqg such tha:

_what he gives, so to speak, uith one hand he takes back with ~
the other. . Uhat he in:ends to affirm and argues persuasively
for at certain points he then not only fails to sustain but
actually negates at other points in his arguments.

It has already been suggested that this fundsmental
tension might be understood historically as a basic irrecon-
cilzbilicy bétween.:hé older traditioﬁs and the new condiéiog;
-rvi:hin wvhich Jaspers would reappropriaie then.lo ;Yet it‘can
be even more clearly understood in terms of the general

-

dialectical structure of Jaspers' thinking. For at various
levels and in different ways the structure of that thinking
consists of 2 continual “holding together" of polar or opposéd
elements - - past traditions with new conditions, and more
specifically (for present purposes) limitation mediation and
concrete particularicy wit@ breakthrough, iomedizey, and tran-
scendence. It is this structure which necessitates the continual
movement characteristic of Jaspers' thinking and which thus opens
the possidility of that (non-cognitive) act of transcending which
is its real center. Yet it is; I think, this very structure, or
its. failure, which does not simply fllustrate but is in fact the

basis of the pervasive and destructive tension in Jaspers'

Sce. above, p. 33,

10ct. above, pp. 79.
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thought; For yhiie J;spers 1nte%F3 this structure as ; |
‘continual holding—:ége:her:éf polar é;qnantE faialec;ic
understood as endless ﬁovement, circli#g;.and aﬁsPenﬁion).
it becomes in féali:y éhe mems vhgreby the variﬁns elements
of one side of the polarity are effect@vély taken oyver and |
‘transfgiméd by the other sid; (&iélectic 23 negation and (l
transforua:ionj. In. the specific case of religious ﬁrpth,
then, while Jasper;\}nténds to hold :pgether historic partic-
ularity and transcending faith, or mediation and immediacy,
- 50 th;t religious bartigularitzfﬁand plurglity) can be affirmed
even within mﬁdern critical consciousness, the actual if
uﬁinfgnded result of his-thinking is :;at all particular &
mediations are transformed and effectivel? negated by a more
fundamental emphasis on i.mmed:f.:at:.y.]‘-l
The cri:iﬁue from within, éheﬁ, is essentially that
there is in JaSpgrs' thinking a céﬁtrﬁdiétion between intention
and performance such that he fails to establish 3 logical basis:
for the affirmation of a possible plurality of true religions;
and that this failure is rooted#in a basic antagonism between
conflicting elements of his own thinking. At this -point,
‘?owaver, the critique has been mer?ly asserted, n?t argued.

Thus & more detajled review of specific aspects of Jaspers'

llThe confusion of the two senses of dialectic, of
the intended holding-together with the actual transformation,
is, I think, at least part of the explanation for the ambiguity
one often feels in reading Jaspers, ‘the sense that, as noted
"above, the pieces of the puzzle seem to be there, yet sozehow
not put together correctly. And Jaspers' language, talk of
"mediated immediacy” for instance, serves ounly to heightén !
such confusion - - perhaps even for Jaspers himself. \)

bty 5.;,;..-1;{.&“;- § et soteht Mty bt T



hgeded. The §entfai isgﬁt. of coﬁrse, continues

" ‘to be Jaspers' acgount of religipus'particularity‘- - wﬁe:her

his understanding of'religioué trugh; and the dialectical
logic upon which :h#i unders:anding‘i;_based, does or does
aot sustain the possiﬁility.of reiigious pa:tiéulariéy and
thus the possibility of religious differences, real oppositions,'
sod a real plurality of true relfgions. For the basic question,fﬁ
mmder discussion in this dissertation is'not, to,répea:, a
gubstantire questibn conéerning'the truth of Jaspers' existential
nffirgation of trahécgmdence any more thxﬁ'it is # subscantivg
question about the trutﬁ or falsiry of-the élaims ;;He by

particular religions. The question throughout has been, rather,

‘a logical one. Does Jaspers provide an understanding of truth

in religion which reconciles the requirements of am adequate
idea of truth with the exigencies of contemporary consciousness
of religious pluralism ({.e., with {rreducible differences or

real oppositions, and the possibility of a plurality of equally_-

- true religions)? The following critique is an attempt to

show that he does not - ~ that the logic of his idea of
exisqential truth, vhile it does allow a certain, indeed an
inevitable sense of plurality, effectively negates that stronger
or more problematic sense of plurality whence‘:heroriginal
question of plﬁrality and truth arises. He'doea this, moreover,
contrary to what is intended and explicitly affirmed in his

idea of existential truth, by undercutting the account of

religious particularity which 1is basic to that stronger sense

. =202~
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Since_intenﬁipﬁ and performanceVQrefcﬁe ope. tive
éa:egor;es for this ciiciqﬁt, I should begin with ‘a brief
éthatemgnt of Jasperé' intention before éttembtiﬁg'é§u§hcw
how it is betrayed by che-destruéfive‘tension between key |
aspects of his performance. As already noted, the importance
§£ Jaspers' discussion derives in part at least from the fact
that he undffstgnds the question of religious plurzlism and '

- truth withiq the broadér.cogtext of the crisis of our age and
téus as a political question of immense significance.l3 it

is ﬁis conviction that in‘this crisis the future of our
bumanity depends not upon sone wholesale embrace of technology .
accompanied, perhaps, by romantic visions of a great leap
beyond the ruins of the preseﬁt towards a global futﬁ:e and a
new, universal faith. Yet neither does it depend upon a
deéperace clinging to past orthodoxies. Rejecting beth alter-
natives, Jaspers stresses that a truly human and truly global

future -depends, rather, upon the poséibility of contemporary

reappropriatiop~of the great religlous traditions in thedir

12&&15 critique would not, of course, méan that
the actual (%8 distinct from the Intended) achievement of
Jaspers' thought is wrong. The existential logic of faith
wvhich is descriEEﬁ~b7 Jaspers' philosophy may well be

correct even if {t does not provide a basis for affirming the
possibility of a plurality of true religions.

13

2

CE. above, pp. 19, 24, 31, 42, 44.
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concrete &ivérSi:y. Iﬁ the broadest #gnsé, ﬁhen, the 1htént;oq:
‘of his discussion of,;eligidn_is to_pr;vide a‘iogical_ba;is %qr
that concénporary reappropriation, one which uoﬁld at once rescue
the traditional faicﬂs ffom the Sqlerésis into which they have
spnk:ﬁ'and simulfangously provide alfraﬁevork for their mﬁcual
recognition and intéq:fommunication.' Thus in terms of the
specific issue of plur;lism and truth his intention is to

provide an understanding of the logic of religious truth which
makes possible a strong affirmation of thé truth of one's
particular faith.31thou;rghe-ccncomitant claim to its normative

ST
. .

or exclusive character. Or, to put the .matter more positively,
his 1ntentioﬁ is Fo provide_#ibasis, within.concemporar;v
consciousness of pluralism, for aﬁ Assolute coumitment to the
truth of one religious particularity which simultaneously
alléws the possible truth (in an identical .sense) of ochgr
particular faiths.

The peiformauce whereby Jaspers seeks to 1 ize this.
intention is, of course, the whole of that extended and systematic
thinking which has been recapitulated in the preceding chapters.
For present purposes, however, the core of that'petformance can
be ‘indicated in tera; of Jaspers' accouat of the logic qf |
religious truth as an existential logic — - a logic vwhich,
in direcc‘concrasc to the logic of cégnitive truth, must.alwavs

be historic.and particular and, while necessarily absolute, &an

never be universal and exclusive. Fbor the movement at the

center of this logfic, a movement at once 9} thought and of

~204= T
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freedom agiseé only at the limits3of cognitive truth vﬁéréﬂthé

security of universal claims,mﬁsi be abandoned. Only in the

absence pf]éiclusive_cogﬁitiie claims is there the possibilicy

. of that shift in subjectivity which constitutes an awakening

. in‘b;;ic or unconditional trus:,_a coming to oneself as

' Existenz which is simultaneously an awareness. of transcendence.

'Yet Jaspers insists, as we have seen, that :his exiscential
awakening occurs not in‘abstPacted isolation, but in concrete
Qr,historicgl struggle within ons's real situatioﬁ._ It leads
té truth oniy insofar as it leads to particular commitment, to
what Jaépers describes as~aéoption or the personal appropria;
éion of an always par;icﬁlar faith. Such truth is existential,

~ then, not simply bec#ﬁse ifiis truth of and for 1i§eL truth

which “"counts for the whole of one's life,“ but beéause it is

truth attained and affirmed only in passionately engaged 1iv1ng.

z

.

It is, in the standard cliche, not a matter of dispassionate
objectivity, but of pathos and participation, and thus of
particularicy.

For Jaspers, mgreaver, Fhis neceséarily particular
yvet non-exclusivg logic ;f religiops truth is dictated not

only by fhe nature of religious subjectivity, but also by the

~

reality of the object which it affirms.li For that object,
‘ d“

14The word "object” is here used only in the
cbroadest sense to refer teo that traascendence which, in s
non—objectifiable, is the goal or object of\religious
affirmation. It might; of course, be concephualized, even
wvithin the same tradition, inr either subjecti e or objective
categories (e.g., Atman and Brahman). \\‘- ’
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uhich Jaspers prefers to speak of simply as transcendence,

[ ]
. canmot be an object of knculedge and thus can neither be known

-nor revealed in any universally valid uay. "Yet as the object

}or content of religious tru:h :ranscendence must still be made

~

presentror revealed to huan life = - conceived in the categories
of human thougnt and concreti:ed in the forms of human ection.'
-~
.In Jaspers' terns, the language of transcendence must be mediated
‘through the language of ciphers, that multiforn world of’myth
and" story, parable and paradox, abstract doctrine and sacranental
form which makes up the content of the different traditions of
- religious (and philosophical) faith. The truth of transcendence,
however, is not simply present ("embodied" would be Jaspers'
term) in_the coatemes of the traditions so that their various
truth elaims might all be affirnec as equally true. (On the
ditontrary, it is the clear oppositions among these truth claims
vhich gives rise to the probleﬂ\qfhginraliem and truth in the
first place.) Truth is revealed or attained, rather, only
insofar as the traditional contents, understood as ciphers,
are taken up and transformed in that dialectical process which
Jaspers-speaks of as "adoptive interprectation.”" It is, in
:ther words, only as part of the personal and communicative
struggle to be faithful to, yet to wrestle with ; d to live
into the truth of ever particular beliefs (or contents) thas
they might mediate historically the truth of transcendence.
The language of transcendence, then; is spoken only in'

particular languages or ciphers. In such particularity the
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truth uhich is heard is aﬁsolutcly true, yet'the speaking and
- bearing is such that it cannot be taken as universally or
;normatively true, but must admit the possibility of other, -
even of oppcsed truths. |

Once - again, then, the existemtial 1ogic clarifici by
Jaspers discussion is such that religious truth must aluays be
‘particular and thus can, it uould seem, admit of real plurality.
Thus Jaspers' perfornance with its central emphasis upon and
its specific understanding of the necessary partiecularity of -
all religious truth claims.would seem to be perfectly consistent
uitp his intentions. For it is cn-the basis of this existential
understanding of religious truth that he rejects not only .
orthodox exclusivity, but also that type of pervasive relativism
which reduces the plurality of religions to so_many culturally
specific symbol systems. Aud it is orn the same basis that he
l*dismisses those easy visions cf the progressive convergence of
the world religions, emphasi*ing rather his own heope for the
continued "loving struggle" of divergent faiths. Thus while
one might well disagree with the content of that analysis, it
;oes not seex possible, at least at this point, to fault his
performance for its failure to sustain his intentions. On the
contrary, it is the centrality of emphasis upon historicity and
particularity which most seems to reccmmend Jaspers' proposed .

resolution to the problem of pluralisc and truth.

Yet, as supgested above, what Jaspers gives (or seexms



_ to give) with one hand he takes back with the other and it 15 :

precisely this qgntral‘and crucial emphasis on particulariry
which his performance fails iq':he-end to sustain. For'oa. .

i o -

closer examination in terms of the full and dialectical frame-
work- of Jaspers' tﬁoughc his continuai aff;rcacions cf the .
necessary particulafi;y of religious truth are.not cuite uhcc
they seem to be or, moce significantly, are not whcc'chey‘must .

e

be 1if they are to provide a basis for. che cffirmation of a-
_ possible pluralicy of true religions.. ?o'puc ‘the matcar-in'- - ,Q.
diffcfent terws, fqr JaSpers, as we have'seen, particciar“' .
religious claims might, be cff;récd as true pcly,icspfcrics
they are undcrctood dialeccicéllf. jaspcrs,'of course, is
not alone.in scressino the necessity of’ a dialectical app*o—..uvj
priation of relzgious language.ls Vet what he means by a
dialectical undcrstanding of particular claims, or the‘ ,:‘ {/?Tf\
character and context of the dialectical appropriacion which

_ he calls-fo;,.is quite speci‘ic. And it is, I submit, his

' specific dialectical unqerstandlng of “eliglous truth vhich

not only fails to sustain but actuallv undercuts :He central
emphasis on particularity which'is so crucial for the intende&
affirmation of a éossible"pluralityhéf true religions-

I can perhaps best begin to crgue this contention by

' reiterating that the fundamental tenet, so to speak, of the logic

15%0t only does most analysis of religion centain
some similar sort of qualification about the character of "God
talk,” but the actual usage of the various traditions, I thick
it could be shown, is on the whole equally careful to balance
affirmation with negation.

+
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of religious truth pr0posed by Jaspers is not simﬁly that truth

is attained only via historic adopcion, but that such adoption

involves a process of adop:ive in:erpretatiop. It involveﬁ, in
- / *

other words, a transformation of the particular contents of

belief wheréby they are appropria:ed as ciphers. Thus the

particular Contents of belief arce kept dialectically suspended

" s0 :hat :hey night serve as vehicles for the free transcending

of Existenz and thereby mediate the au:hentqulanguage of
transcendence. But uhdt; 1t must be asked, is the significance'
of this transforgation for.that_particularidy which has been so
strongly affirmed ‘as central to the logic of religious truth?
In yhaﬁ sense does religious truth remain particulayr within
this'dialectic.of adoptive interpretation? Or, to put the.

cgnt;ai question here more dire;:ly; if the problem of P

pluralism and truth arises because the specific contents or

" ¢laims of particular-faiths are opposed, do such particular

oppositions remain once the contents of faith have been
appfopriated as ciphe}s? if ;hey de not - - if, in other
words, Jaspers' ;hought fails to-sustain the strong sense of
particularicy ﬁpon which such opposition is Based - = then

in 2 real sense he may be said not to have resolved the problem

of pluralism and truth but to have dissolved it. TFor if

-particular religious faiths might be true, vet not iz terms of

 those ‘specific contents whereby they stand opposed to other

-

£a2iths, then while there would still be a pluralicy of -
particular faiths, thére werld be no problez of pluraliss

°
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~and truth. A plurality of religions could be true simply as

) S0 ﬁany accidentally (i.e., historically) .divergent ways of

_expressing the same truth or, alternatively, .as so many
necessary, but again only accidentally different occasions
for the affirmation of that (one) truth which transcends
them all. -

'At'tbe risk of beiag retetitious, should perhaps
sharpen the issue here by delineating ore explicitly Ltwo
quite different senses in Hhich partici&arity might be -

affirmed in the discussion of religious pluralism. In the

witi;zgfe‘b,f
'firﬁt;and, I think, stronger sense, the idea of particdlarity

‘”

_refers to the particul?;-contents of a given f£xAth -- ég‘the

particularity of the !"root experience” or revelatory events

at the origin of that faith and of the specific ritval forms

and docfrinal claiﬁa which flow from that onigin. When this

firse §ehae of particularity is involved in the assertion

that a particular faith is true, it means that the particular

eoatents of that faith are trﬁe - - however nuch those contents

cannot be taien literally or dogﬁatically or magically; however

wuch, that 1s, ‘they must be dialectically negated as well as
firmed in.the adoptive struggyf to live into their truth.

It means, to use Jaspers’ terus, that these contents in their

particularity mediate the truch o%anscendence. By' way of a

convenient shorthand, then, this first sense of particularity

could be: referred to as mediatory'partieularity or particularitcy

-210-
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. "as wediation. In the second sense, the idea of particularity -

refers to ;he fact that human life rust ﬁnaﬁoidably be 1lived : -
1& some particular situation, and human'thought qéc;ssarily

‘involfes some particu}gﬁw%gn;entsl Thus the attempt of -

religious fai;h to think asout and to live igfrelation';o
_tfaizcéndgpce i# unavoidably ér necesSa:ily particuiar. fhe -
tran;cending movement of f;ith can only occur in the context
oflégrtain p;rticular contents. Vﬁen this second sense of
particularity is involved in the assertion that a pér;icular
faith 15 tru;, it means that the particular contents of. that
faith serve as the context or vehicle or springboard for that
transcending movement precisely iusofar ‘as those contents are
dialectically “transformed" (1 e., negated in their particu-
larity).- Said again, the particular faith is true not by . 4
virtue of the particularityupf its contgnts; ﬁut by virtue

of 'the function they play as an‘occésioh for transceﬁding.

A convenigpt shorthand for this seccnd sense of particularity,

then, night be Darticularitv as occasion.

LY

Now religious pluralism could be understooa in terms\;,
of either of these senses of particularity since the affirmation
of either would necessarily involve a possible plurality of
religions. As noted above, however, the pro£lem of religious .
pluralism and truth arises in terms of the first s;nse of
pafticqlarigy. Thus the attempt to resolve :H;t'problcm by

affirming, with Jaspers, that more than one ieligion can

o i
sfrictly be said to be true must likewise involve this stronger




‘sénée of part}cﬁlnfity.IG- ' .-

! r
. .-

The "defen#e of pérticularity"-ouglinéd.in the previous
ckapter is, of course, Jaspers' effort to.sustain §uch a strong
affirmaticn of ﬁar;icularitx within the_transformation requirea
by his .existential logic.' And that &eféhse'does_indeed establish
‘the necessity or inevitﬁbility ofrhiétbric particularity:as the
medium of tramscending faith. As;part‘of'that defense, moreover,
Jaspérs argues strenuously against the objection that it is “
simplg particularity as such (particﬁlarity as occasion) and
thus ;ﬁ§ par;icularity'ana nothing really particular-(i.e., as
this particular) th;; counts. He speaks Qoviugly of the richness
of specific traditions and of the necessity of the :ype.of
c;ncrete-édoption exemplified by the "Here I stand" of figures
'likeuGiordigf Bruno. While he demands the transformation of
~"m:;e contents of particular traditions and'cémmitments intg

~

ciphers, he repeatedly stresses the necessary particularity of

all ciphers and;chg.fggf“that the truth of faith can be attained

fﬂ

only in ever specific ciphers. Yet for all the Inevitability -
of historic particularity, the argument for the significance

of the particular in terms oﬁ the unique particularity of its

-~

contents (particularity as mediation), and thus as something

—

‘f"

16gnce again, I am not.-here arguing that religious
truth is in fact most adequately understood in terms of the
first scunse of particularity, but only that the attempt to
resolve the problem of pluralism and truth by affirming ‘the
possibility of a plurality of true religions must somchow -
involve this sense of particularity. i
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sig;ifi;aét;yidiﬁferen;'énd_n6€ simbly an instance éf a general
necessity - -';his argﬁmen; fails. - |

Take; for instgnce, the exemplary significanée-for
Jaspers understanding of truth of a figure like Bruno. It c;n
be argued on historical grounds, I believe, that what was
important for Bruno, se important that he was willing to die
for it, was the truth in which he believed - - the truth,:tha;
is, of the content of hig'ﬁelief. fge same could also be said
gf other exemplary figures like Thomas More and Luther. To put
the matter graphically, the fundameg;al accent in a “"Here I
stand” uttered by any of thesemne;>would-be upon the word "Here"
(i.e., with this convicﬁionj regatdless of how m&éh emphasis
might also be placed upé; the word "I." Yet for Jaspers the
significance of Bruno -~ - and the significance of }Qre and
Luther for those others who have recentiy turned to them in

-~
[

a similar way - - is\not the truth of the content of his

—

belief, even wh%qﬁgp;t content 1s understood dialectically as
cipher, but the }Yﬁgh of the form of that believing. In temms
of the idea of particularity exemplified by Jaspers' use ofifslﬁ
Bruno, then, what is affirmed is not the particular content

of Bruno's belief (which has iong Since become a curiosity for
the history books), but the fact and form of his believing - -
not the "what" but the"-\ow." '.jI,'hat "how,"”" of course, for all
three figures necessarily involved grappliﬁ% with and affirming
particular conteats. Yet the parciculariéy is true not because

of those particular contents (as mediators) but because those
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_ contents’ happened to be the locus (or occasion) for tMe movement

of existential faith. In terms of the questiee of plutaliém;
then, utile the conte ;flwhat{Bruno and Luther and More
affirmed (as reggtééfgz;z, the authority 6: the'pa;acy) is net
justsdifferent but in clear oppositiqn,;theit significance is

ﬂ(fsame ada so too, finally, is their truth {as Existenz in

relation to transcendence), even 1if that truth could actually

be attained only in the historic adoption of particular and

- divergent contents. I )

13

The point here can perhaps be made more clearly in,
terns of Jaspers' ‘motion of c1pher. Just as hgt'defense of

o
. -

particularity could be recapitulated by refctence to his
discussion of ciphers, so too the inadequacy of thet defense .

can be seen in that discussion. For what, it myst be asked,
is the truth of 2 c¢ipher, or in whet setse'might a particular

cipher be affimmed as true?. As ‘just indlcated with reference

~

to Bruno's bellefs, such an. ﬁffirmation night be nade not by

r

virtue of a cipher's‘contepts; dlthough admittedly there would

be no cipher to affirm without particular contents, but by
. : . )
virtue of its function. In fact the very idea of 'ciphers

————

refers not to some special category of beliefs but to an action
or function - - to a way of relating to ‘particular beliefs or
better yet, to a way of relating to transcendence by means of

particular beliefs.l7 Certain beliefs, then, might be true
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17CF Jean Wahl, La Pens€e de 1'Existence, pp. 130-
13%: Witzh h‘e“kegaa-d Jaspers stresses that existential truth
is net a watter of content but of the character or quality of
relation (not “"what" but "how').
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. when appropriated as ciphers. That is to say they are true not

- as an adequate expression, however paradoxically or‘dialect}célly
understood, of religious reality as revealed, say, in the "root

experien;e" of some particular faith. They are true, rather;

only insofar as they function as a vehicle or occasion for the
wovement of existential tramscending, or, to change the language
somewhat, only insofér as they serve to mediate the immediacy of

Existenz as.non-cognitive awareness of transcendepce.ls They
. & '
serve this function, moreover, ¢r they are appropriated as

ciphers, precisely insofar as their particular content is
transformed by Being brought intd suspension or negated. Thus

while noting that the contents of traditional beliefs "used to

- L]

impress men as true ;eality," Jaspers stresses;
When we say "ciphers," we expressly do not
mean to refer .to things, matters, facts,
realities, although it seems that cipher
contents have mostly been viewed as
- Tealities . . . . The great step in which
' man transforms himself occurs . . . when
the contents that have been conceived and
visualized are stripped of objective
reality.l9

18The point here is relevant not only for the forral
beliefs of the different religious traditions, but also for more
directly personal religious experiences. Thus, as noted above,
Jaspers could well agree with Eopkins that "the world is charged
with the grandeur of God." (Cf. GP:0, pp. 251-252.) Yet what he
would mean would net, I think, be exactly what the poet meant.
For on Jaspers' terms it is not strictly speaking the world, or
things and events in the world, which is "charged with the
grandeur of God." (Even if it were, we could not know that to
be the case.)} Rather the world, or objects and events in the
world, might serve or function as cipher, as an occasion for
the transcending awareness of Existenz.

1%rr, p. 92.



To put the metter in terms of the basic subjcct—objcct dichot—
' £raneuork of Jaspers thoughts, it 13 only by means of the
concinual effort to move beyond or through the object “in the
dircction of transcendence that the objec; becomes a cipher..
The conten;s of a particular celief, ;hen, could be'affirmed

as crue insofar aslthey fucction as cipl-;ersr and they can‘
fnnction as ciphers insofar as they are caught up in thc
'dialec:ical process which negates their objectivity and keeps |

_ them in suspension.zo‘

The idea &f cipher, then, is at the heart.of Jaspers"' -
affirmation of particularity. There is n¢/ cipher without

particular contents and without the histeric adoption of those

contents. Thus Jaspers can, as we have seen, affirm che truth

of those contents:
An Existenz adheres to 1its owm traditional
revelation of transcendence . . . in the
particular form it has encountered and in
the particular language . . . not on the
ground that the revelation is one form of
truth among others, that it is 'also true,’
but because to Existenz this truth is truth
pure and simple, the truth whereby its self-
being will stand or £all.2l

.

Here once again, however, the meaning of this very strong

affirmation of particularity is not quite what it at first

20The predominance of negation in the movement of
Jaspers' dialectic can also be seen in the fundamental importance
for him of the notions of "foundering' and "failure" and '“ship- -
wvreck," and the corrcsponding inmportance of metaphors of 'trans-
cending” and "breakthrough." Cf. Johannes Thyssen, "The Concept '
of 'Foundering' In Jaspers' Philosophy" in Schilpp, pp. 297-335.

21ph III, p. 23 (cf. above, p. 172).
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seems to be (and it will nof'éarry thé'ueigﬁt which Jaspers
intends it to carry). Hhen'understood_in terms of Jaspers'

basic d;alectic. whaﬁ'seems'the quite straightforward meéning'

- of his affirmation undergoes a basic change. Thus speaking

of the same particularity Jaépers can also affirm:

The truth which Existenz acquires here

in coming to itself is purely phenomenal,
but the phenomenon as such, objectively
- coneelved and held fast, is not the truth;
.1t was true only because there was trans-
cendence in it at. the same time.22

And again, speaking. specifically in terms of the truth of

ciphers, he can 6hserve:

reviously the cipher contents themselves
were the final authority; now a higher one
nust decide whether or nét truth.speaks
through the ciphers at a certain moment,
within certain limits. The higher
authority lies . . . in the living prac-
tice of Existenz.23 . =

.

Truth, in other words, is decided not by what the particular
conteats mediate but by how they occasion the immediacy of

Existenz.2%

22ph’ 11, p. 109 (cf. above, p. 175).

23pFR, p. 92.

ZAEssentially the same argument about the priority.
of function over content In Jaspers' analvsis of the logic of
existential truth could be made in terms of Jaspers' idea of
communication. Truth, he insists, can be attained only in
communication and, just as in the case of ciphkers, such
communication necessarily involves particular contents and
commitments. Once again, however, it is net the communicated
contents, but the process itself, precisely in its fallure
to arrive at finally cormmunicable content, which becomes the
mediwm of truth., -The "loving struggle” of communication, in
other words, is itself the dialectic which brings those
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Now the point of this réviéw of Jas#ers' notion of _
ciphers - - and of the rcsﬁlcing clarification of the priority
of function over content in his underscandiné'of exis:enti#l
truth - ~ 1s to show that Jaspers does indeed undercut the
strong sense of pa:ticulgrity which he must sustain in c;rder ’
to make good on his incended'resolution to the problem of
pluraliﬁm.ahi truth. For in terms of the two senses of
particularity distinguished above, Jaspers clearly does
establish the necessi:y'of historic b;rticularity as a vehicle
or occasion for the attainment of truth. Truth is attainable,
in his language, oﬁly via the adoption of particular‘belief
gontents as ciphqrsl But the transformation of those partic-
ular ceontents which ;s a condition of their #doption, and thus .
a condition of their possible truth, negates that other sense
of particularity whereby the particular contents as such
nediate transcendent truth. For as we have seen, it is not
by wvirtue of cheir‘coneenCS but by virtue of their function
(vhich is to bring those contents into suspeﬁsidn) that
ciphers are true. In terms of particular coantents, then,
ciphers remain irreducibly plural and opposed. Or, to put
the matter more exacﬁly, those irreducible oppositions whence
the problem of pluralism and tyuth arose in the first place
remain insofar as different bellefs are understood in terms of

their particular contents. In terms of their truth, however,

contents into suspension-thegeby establishing the possibility
of existential transcending. Cf£. above, pp. 166-167.



- or vhen those ~same beliefs are understood in terﬁs of their -

function as ciphers, che opposition ‘of con:ents is no longer a

matter of signififipce. Rather chey all serve in the same way
as vehicles for transcending faith by virtue of the fa;c that -
their particular (q;posed) coﬁten:s‘“ate stripped of objective
reality." If they Qere not thus "stripped of o§%fctivé reaiiﬁyf.
and conséquently of their mutual opposi:ioﬂ - - if, for instance,
.:h; Christian doctrine of biblical revelation were still to be
understood to m;an that God.in fact does speak in an absolutely
umique way in the literature of this parcicular book - = then
they would not have been apprOpriated as ciphers and would not
be true. . ’ _ s/
Jaspers would, of course, reject thié.uhole liﬁe'of
arguent on the grounds that content and function cannot thus
be separated but are preciéely what is held together in the
proces;dégiadoption. I think it is neafér the truth, however,
to suggest that Jaspers' discussion of pluralism and truth
derives much of its seeming plausibilicy ﬁy playing upon the
ambiguity involved in different ideas of truth and different
senses of particuiarity (and thus of plurality). A possible
plurality of true religions can be affirmed‘in terns of Jaspers'
understanding of truth. Yet the character of that plurality
has been cganged or recuced from the plurality of particuia;
and opposefl beliefs (which were deeply probleﬁatic in terms of

the question of the truth of their contents) to a plurality of

particular but only acceidentally different vehicles (which can
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be ;qually true 1n texrms of the truth of their function).
For all of the inevitability of particular and different
"beliefs to "mediate icmediacy," :hen, a significant plurality of
the type envisioned in proposed resolutions co\the pluralism and
truth dilemma'is'finally.not éo;sible on Jaﬁp;rs' terms. Thus
his account of the logic of religiou;'ﬁrpth fails to sdstéin the”
possiblé plurality it i;tends to affirm. Truth residcs essen—
tially in the movemen:;bﬁ‘gfisten:, in that inwardness or
imnediacy for which any paréicula: mediator is simply z necessary,
but in terms of iﬁs particular content finally indifferent
chasion. It fs, rather, Existen= ﬁhich is. the solé real medi-~
ator, all other mediators being true only insofar as they occasion
or serve.as means for this singlé mediator. Rath;r than Qpeak
of Jasgers' affirmation of a plﬁrality of true religions, then,
it would bé more accurate to speak of his affirmation.of the
one true (philosophical) £faith in terms of which all oth;r
(fel;gious or philosophic;l) faiths must be troasformed if they
are ta be true. Thus there is finally room in Jaspers' :Eoughc
for the affirmation of particularity in the strong sense of
that term - - for that one particular set of beliefs or, more
brogdly, that one particular vision of humanity which Jaspers

regards as finally and thus normatively true (in the quite

ordinary and straigﬁtforua:d sense of that term).23 Xis

231 have here argued that there is no room for the
type of plurality in Jaspers which would be needed to resolve
the pluralisa and truth dilemma by examining the character of
that particularicy and plurality which are in fact sustained
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philosophy affirms, in -other words, tbnﬁ oﬁe signifiéant S
particularity which Heinrich Barch ?efers to as_tﬁe léch Century
idealis:‘visiOn of human autonomy with'ité'essep;iallf 1nner'and‘
unfettered relaéio;lto the divine.26 In terms of the question
of religious (or philosophical) pluralism, that vision is a
singular insofar as it &oes noé exclude other_histbric partie-
ulars as different and opposed, bu£ includes or absorbs them by
transforming all oppositions and appropriacing all pa::icula:ities )
as so nmany differenﬁ springbo#rds fﬁr-thé ;ne noverzent of inner
transcending. Trﬁs it does provide ¥y framework for religiousﬂ
plurality, but at the price-that ali'real difference is embraced
Qnd nullified in the nazme of an overarching unity to history - -
& unity found in the irmediacy of the zutonomous subj;cc.z?

| QZZL\_,,,,/’/’\\ ’
The answer to the specific question which has been the

focus of discussion in this dissertation, :he;, is negative. The

logic of religious truth proposed- by Jaspers does not in the end

provide a basis for the view that a significant pluralicy of

by his argument. Ancther more fundamentally direct approach 'would
have been to argue that, once again his owm preotestations to the
contrary notwithstanding, the contents of Jaspers' philosuvphy are
not themselves matters of faith but assertions which claim the
status of knowledge. Puz differently, what he asserts about trans-
cendence and our relations to transcendence are cognitive assertions
which make particular, universal claims and exclude opposing claims.
For the beginnings of such an argument, c¢f. the important article
by Willfam Earle, "Jaspers' Philosophical Anthropology™ in Schilep,
PpP. 523-538. .

v

2605, cir,, pp. 284-285; 290-291: ef, 275-276, 27S.

271v1d., pp. 281-282.
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religions could ail strictly speaking be said to be true. Yet

-as has been glé#r‘from thé beginning; Jaspers' efforts have not: ‘l'

) , . L.
simply been directed to the resolution of a logical pu:zlq&\
f;ey have, rather, beengah attempt to find an adequate account

of religious truth - - an account which would be adequate not

"only for a situation of pluralism but above all for a sjtuation

of .erisis. Thus before turniﬁg to some brief and concluding

suggestions concerning the fundamental reasons for the failure

of Jaspers' effort, it would be valuabig,-l :hihk, to.examiﬁe

" in a bit more detail -the character and extgat of that failure.2S

If, in other words, Jaspers fails to provide a logic for a-

pluralicy of true religions because of his failure to sustain

& strong sense of particularity, what is the zore general
significance of this loss of particularicty for the adequacy

of his account of religious truth? Does his thought Still
?rcvide an adequatg way of understanding religious pluralisy

and truth even i1f it does not p?oviﬁé a basis fer affirming

a significant plurality of true reliéions? Or is the actual

(as distinct from the intended) result of his tﬂo;gh: inadequate
net only as an-account of relipious pl&rality but also as an

account of religious truth? Does it, in effect, far from

establishing the intended possibility of a plurality of true

. . N - .
281 hat follows s less an arpument than a series '

of related observaticns and Implications flowing frem the

preceding argurent., The points made ceould, I believe, be

argued In detail but that is not attempred here.

.\'{“
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. rgligioﬁg. #ctuﬁllf_qohstitute a négation‘not only of élur&licy
but also of religion?2®

As noted on more than one occasiﬁn in the preceding
pagés, Jaspers insists on the eminently positive :haraccer of
-reiigibus faith as that vhich distinguishes it ffom philosopﬁical_
 faith, onrthe one hénd,land from the ersatz synthesed of .
supposedly universal religions, on the other. Yet it is, once
" again, just this positive element of the ﬁﬁrciculgr religions
which would seem to be negated or transforﬁed in theirfappfo—
priationfas ciphers. Jaspers, of course, would distinguish
berween £%at "embodiﬁent" which must be negated and the
Teligious positivity which remains even when ;elisious partic-
ularities are transformed ;s ciphers.36'-§:; it is far from
clear exactly what real difference this distipetion is supposed
to convey. For if the idea of the positive character of
religious faith implies certain specific types of relations
(such as reverence and wﬁrship) Lo cerfain pérciculaiities
which are taken as "the actuality of something specifically
holy id places, objects, and acts,"31 ghen it is.difficult
to seg\how such relations can remain when theyrére sub;;med
within that controlling type of relationship dictatgd by
_Jaspers' notion of cipher -~ - a relationship characterized

-

by the continual neégation or bringing-into-suspension of

29ce. adove, pp. 135-13F- 140, 186 ss, 190 ss.

P

30ce. .above, pp. 190-191.

;
3R, o, 779.
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pafti&uldr contents (“snrihéé& of bbjeétiﬁe realié;f3z);; 1f,

in other words, the sense of particﬁlarity which is actually'

affirmed by Jaspers'lthquht is not sufficient to allow a

sisnlficant plurality of religions,rthen how can it be suffi-
clent to Sustainlthe sctopgly'poSitive partichlarity which by
Jaspers' own reckoning is essential fof'any specifically”
Teligious truth? | - |

| Once again thé issue here is a complex one siﬁce,
as noted, not- only the descriptive c@épry but §lso the ac:u&l
usage of Ehg different religions bear testimogy to various
ways of balanciné'ﬁe;?;tion and immediacy, or of holding
togéther affirmation and negation in an a;;reciation of the
;acramental. Theré are const;n: traditions within the great

»

religions, such as the via negativa within Christianity to

vhich Jaspers often refersi33 which seem to emphasize trans-
cendence to the exclusion of any positive qualification or
mgg}acion of the divine. Similarly there are those who would

argue that true religion must constantly be released from its

byIonian captivity,"” purified of all positivity, and under-
/

téod as essentially a matter of inwardness or as a purely

N ,

vertical transcending (via whatever {nevitable symbols) to

the total otherness of the divine. Standing against such an

understanding of‘religion as pure inwardness, however, is the

-

32PFR. P. 92,

33ce. pn 1, p. 88; PFR, pp. 258-261.
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‘historicalrreality'of the central sigﬁifiéance of ce;ﬁain i~" |
"barticular mediations (p:igiﬁg; séfiptures,rdoctrinal‘formular
';tioﬁs) iniall oftthe'wﬁfld' great religions. Agains: the
cenéencf‘tp:purify-faith'of.all particﬁlar contents stands
the argument that faith v?chout contents {in traditiomal -
Wes;efﬁ,terms. fides qua without fides gquae) i#-self—destfaﬁpige,
11Fe-"casting an apchor in shift;ng sands.;'34 Fa; from purifyiﬁé
and'libe:ating falth such a purifftation actually destroys the
pathos of faith, rendering ic directiopless aﬁd apathetic, and
contributing‘further to the preseant crisis "in which our
alternatives seex increasingly to be reality divested of
symbols or symbols divested of realit;.f35 On balanéé, theﬁ,
Jaspers would seem to be essentially correct in asserting
that it is tﬂe pfesence of posgzive me&iations which is the
distinguishing characteristic of religion.36 On balance, too,
however, it would seem to be just such pesitivity which his
understanding of the logic of religious truth effectively
undercuts. '
N
Jaspers' philosophy is, as Be admits, "religious" in .

a very general sense of that termy3* Thus it does in fact

provide a basis for that type of non-dogmatic religiocusness

345uch is Tilliette's (p. 131) critique of Jaspers.

35Friedmann, Touchstones of Realigy,‘p. 232,

-36R, pp. 777-779. )

37g, p. 778.




which 1is todé& quite’widespread. As the German philosopher
" Johannes Thyssen notes:

In an . age which has largcly\Iost its belief

in the Christian dogmas, and which in its
uncertainty and anxiety looks out for a new
"hold," such a hold in divine Being is

offered here | . . . In this sense Jaspers :
practices a far-reaching '"demythologizing" -
and he says with regard -to myths and reve-

lations that his philosophy tries to retain

their contents, though their claim to

validity cannot stand. . This avor, the
sincerity and difficulcy of w e have - -
witnessed, is in f£act an appeal to all who

seek a spiritual hold and hawe.access to
philosophy. It leads the way, to undognatic
religion by means of philosofhy (in some
‘respects_comparable to the young Schleier-
macher).

Such "undogmatic religion" ié: however, as Jasﬁers is quick
to point out,39 someghiné quife differqnt frég the specific

’ paréicularity-éf religion properly so called. Just-how great
that difference is has been ;ell described by C. S. Lewis in
the account of his own con;ersion; (I will cite at lcngtg
because oﬁ‘the rclévance of Lewis' desé;iption to Jaspers"

discussion of religion.) Speaking of that philosophical

-

1dealism which first provided him with a "spiritual hold,"
Lewis notes: ‘

. + . this proved that our discursive thought -
- moved only on the level of Appearance,‘ and
"Reality" must be somewhere else. And'where -,
else but, of course, in the Absolute? There, )
not here, was the "full splendor'™ behind "the
sensuous curtain.” The emotion thgf went with

. e
AR

380p.-adt., pp. 334-335.
3%, pp. 778-779.
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all this was certainly religious.  Buf this ‘
was a religion that cost nothing. We could . -
talk religiously about the Absolute; but : '
there was no danrer of Its doing anything )
about us. It was "there"; safely and

. 1mmovably “there." It would never come
"here," never (to be blunt) make a nuisance
of Itself. This quasi-religion was all a
one-way street; all eros . . . steaming up,
bug-no agane darting down. There was

nothing to fear; better still, nothing to
obey.40 .

This general réligioﬁ might, of course, as in Lewis'
own case, serve as a preparation for a more specifically religious
conversion.41 Or it might, as seems often the case today, serve
for those so inclined or so'situated by reason of personal

_history as a way of remembering and reappropriating tBe specif-
ically religious Taith of their tradition even after they have

ceased to belicve in the truth of the partieular contents of

" that faith (In reality, of course, it is actually the

specifically religious contents which in such cases "serve'™

as a vehicle for that general undogmatic faith.) But ic‘is.

at very least highly questionable whether even such remembering,'
and reappropf&atiﬁg can long sustain itself. Traditions are,
lafter all, éémembered and }eappgopriated because they are

-

believed to be true - - because, in the terms used above,

40surprised by Joy (New York: Harcourt, Brace, and
World, 1955), p. 210. A remarkably similar account is presented
in the autobiorraphioal writings of Martin Buber. Cf. "Eine

Bekehrung" in ‘Berepnure: Autobiopraphische Frarmente (Stuttgare:
W. kohlhnnner Verlag, 1961) Pp- 36-38.

4vaen so severe a critic as harl Barth can stress the
positive significance of Jaspers' :hough: insofar as it continually

.
L5

»
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their contents are believed to be true. Unléss the truth of
a tradition in this sense is the ﬁasis of commiﬁment to if?
and not commitment the ﬁasis of its truth, the traditio;\has
already died. Put somewhat differently, “once we know that
horizeons are relative and man-made, their power to sustain . v
us is blighted. Once we know them to be relative, éHEy no
longer horizon us. We cannot live in a hﬁ:izon when we
know it to be one.™42 |
~ Jaspers, for idstince, in §ne of the few cases wﬁeie
he qakés specific recommendations about the future reappro-‘
priation of particular.éeligions. spéaks continually df
"biblical religion" and of the necessity for the West to
retain that §pecific biblical heritage which has been one
of its most profound‘origins.&3 Yet as Ronald ¢regor Smith
remarks, it ié‘hard to understand hoY the biblical tradition
which Jaspers rega%ds as so crﬁcial can survive without Jews,
Christians, and Muslims - - without, in other words, commuvities
of those who take specific contents of biblical faith to-be
true.é& To be sure, Jaspers would maintgin that this is |

precisely what Jews, Christians, and Muslims must do if they

points to man's fundamental openness to the reality of trans- 4&’
. Cendence. Cf, "Phinomenc des Menschlichen" in Saner, ed., Karl
Jaspers in der Discussionm, pp. 319 ss.

ﬁzceorge Grant, Time as History (Toronto: Canadian
Broadcasting Corporation, 1969), p. 29.

43¢f. PSP, pp. 100-107; PFR, pp. 330-337, 355-356.

Aﬁ"Introduc:ion," to Jaspers' The European Spirit, p. 17.




 are to‘attainrt;uth. Qet in so doing, in taking “speéific
'con:entslof biblical faith to be-gfue,“ they must simultaneously
k@ep those coﬁtents‘suspehded as ciphers. In what sensé then,

, to reiterate the basic question upon which this entire critiqﬁe
of Jasbers has been focus;d, are the contents of biblical faith

-

"eaken to be true?? Or, to put the matter éomgﬁhat differently,

whyluould Jews, Christians, and Muslims want to return continually
‘to the diffiqult adoptive'struggle with these par:icular contents
vhen those ‘contents can be true only as ciphers (or functionally)?
What basis is thére iﬁ.the logic outlined by Jaspers for such

a narrowing of focus or, more generally, for'any.nagrowly
réliéidus rglat£onship to specific, égsicive particulariéies?

Has not the ;ole solid basis for-such specifically religious
wrestlingA(i.e.; belief in the truth of particular contents

and positivitiéé, however difficult or dialectical its attain-
ment) been undermined? It would seem that JaspersS—thought

in actual effect provides, rgther, a basis for that loosening

and eveétual loss of particularity whereBy contemporary
relig;ous'man would become "like a Don Juan courting all the
gods."45 Or!even'where the effect of Jaspers' thinking is

ﬂbt SO0 extreme, evenlwheré tﬁe particular contents of

traditional belief might still ge-ftaken up as true," they

would, I think, be worn far toé lightly when taken up as true
. . - ) ~

451¢ is Paul Ricoeur (in Schilpp, p. 635 who thus
turns Kierkegaard's image against Jaspers. . '
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in Jaspers’ s;nse of the Hord.
- Thus ﬁhe pzoblemacié chﬁracter of Jaspers' thought
concerning feligiou; truth funs rather deep. It is not Just
that his thinking does not provide a basis for the reappropria-
tion pf pargicular religious faiths iﬁ_:heir diversity, nor -
'eveﬁ that it provides no solid_foociﬁg for the remembrance of
such remnants of the réligiou; faiths which have thus far
survived éhe.presenc crisis. Rather by negating the strong
sense éﬁ‘paftic;larity and positivity which are fundamental

to both plurality and religion it actually contributes to

that decline of rel?gious faith which it hopes to combac.l

. (Hege, once again, iIs the fact of actual contradiction between
"intention ana performance.) 1In théiimage suggested by one of
Jaspers' most sympathetic erities, his thinking stands like a
Trojan horse within those very traditions he hopes to preserve.46
While proclaiming the desirability and possibility of present
reappropriation of the various religions in their diversicy,

ié undercuts the basis of that diversity and of the possible
truth of-each p;}ticular tradition, and absorbs the different
traditions into the unacknowledged unity of a prior or more
fundameéfal (and non-religious) faith. Jaspers' thought,

moreover, ‘effects this negation even as it depends for its

own truthfulness upon the continuation og,ngose traditions

- F—,
!

o B
46Jeanne Hersch, p. 604, N
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me i
which it -nepates - -~ thus sawing off, so to speak; the branch
‘ it'is'sit:ins'on.&7 »And this undercutting of his own position_

15 true in an evep more general sense insofar as his thought

R TP

in effeé: repates that particularity which by its‘own account
is crucial to the logic of existential truth. .At best, then,
Jaspers' philosophy éakes possible the truth of an undogmatie
-religious faith whicﬁ transforms the traditional‘religiops'-
iato so many of its own accidentally differenﬁ vehicles.

.At worst, however, it unintentionally cuts the ground out

from any possible Effirmation'of-religious truth, simulténeously
throwing itself .and any no;ion of Eranscendent faicth into

serious question.

3
By way of conclusion I would like briefly to suggest
an explanation for Jaspers; failure to provide an adequate .
account of religious truth, an explanation which, I believe,
points in a mor; fruitful direction for thought about the
question of pluralism and truth. What follows, however,

cannot be understood as a necessary conclusion from the

&7Jaspers' views on the dependence of philosophy upon the
more "sociologically effective transmission” of the contents of
faith by the religions have already been noted (ef. PSP, p. 112),
as has Heinrich Barth's judgment (Op. cit., p. 279) that the power
and appeal of Jaspers' thought derive from the continued presence
in it of the earlier traditions of Vestern thought and belief. In
this regard, Jeanne Hersch (pp. 603-609), developing the Trojan
horse metaphor, notes that "perhaps all of us - - and more than
anvone Jaspers in vhem is incarnated . . . a whole tradition - -
are like the children of rich men who live unknowinglv off a
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precedinélcritiéal arguments, nor is it essential to the
completion of those arguments. Still;.sinée it does flow
from that arguqenéatioﬁ, it is presented here as a concluding

note - - a postscript which-aQ.this point remains quite

literally (and not ironically) "unscientific," or an after-

thought which sketches ideas that need to be taken up in

more critical detail in later work.

Throughout the present work, in both the presentation
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of Jaspers' thought and the subsequent critique, the fssue mbss;*\\

central to the discussion of pluralism and truth has been the

issue of particularity. Any attempﬁ to argue for the possibility

of a3 plurality of jtrue religions and, more generally, any

atteﬁpt to provide

adequate account of religious truth must,
I have maiq;ained, allow -sufficient weight or status to the
particularity characteristic of religious truth — - to the
particular contents or claims whereby the various traditions
stand distinct'and in opposition, and to the particular
pos;tivity characteristic of religion as such. Jaspers is
awaré of this requirement and the affirma;ion of such particu-
larity is clearly central to the logic whereby he intendf to
resolve the dilerma of pluralism and truth., TYet thét intention,

as we have seen, is contradicted when the significance of his

affirmation of particularity is chanéed by other aspects of his

stilllsumﬂtuous inheritance (wh;le we thiﬁk it already ex-

shausted). Perhaps we are going to leave our descendants a
isery far deeper than we can ever imagine." (Emphasis
dded.}
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thought which ‘axe in tension with or, more accurately,, antag- . '
gonistic to it. In the preceding pages the effect of this
basic antagonism in Jaspers' thought has been described in

terms of the specific character of the dialectic involved

in his unde:stan&ing of religious truth and then in terms of
the way in which that dialectic changes or transforms the

“type of particularity which is actually affirmed or sustained.

-

- In a3ll of the preceding critique, however, there

has not yet beenr any real explanation of this fundamental

antagonism. Vhy is it, in other words, that performance

undercuts inténtipn? What is 1t in Jaspers' thought that
brings aboug'tgkweffeccive loss of that emphasis upon
particularity.which it needs to m;intain? The answer, 1
want to sugg;ét{jis to be found not Iin some detail of his
explicit defense of particularity (Chapter IV) but in the
ﬁramework (Chaﬁter III) wiﬁhin which that defense occurs.
Said somewhat differently, the basic tenmsion or antagonism
in his thought caﬁ best be understood as a tension ‘betveen
the intentions and affirmation of his defense of particu-

larity, on the one hand, and the foundations upon whick.

that defense is built, on the other. Jaspers provides

what is probably the best éccount of particularity (or
certainly one of the best) that is pos;iblc within the
francwork.provided by those foundations. The inadequacy
of his accountz, then, suggests 2 more basic inadequacy

in those foundations. (Thus the remark repeated frequently

. N " '_.
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above that a fuii c;}Fique of Jaspers' discussion of religious
truth wﬁuld take us to today's most fundamental and contro-
versial issue;.) .ff suggests, in 6ﬁber words, that there is
something about those fbundations which ;s.iqimical to the
type of emphasis upo; particularity reqﬁired for an adequate

account of religious plurality and truth. It further suggests,

. then, that the effort to find a more adequsate account would

have to build upon different foundatioms or to move ‘in funda-

_ mentally different directions.%8

0f course the foundational or fundamental framework
within which Jaspers develops his defense of particularity is
what has here been continually referred to (in summary fashion)
as his essentially Rantian understanding of subJectivity and
objectivity, knowledge and freedom. It is, to put the mafter

in a slightly different way, the shared heritage of 19th

'Ceﬁtury German idealism to which Jaspers gives a current and

~

48There is, of course, an altermative explanation:
Jaspers’ account of particularity is not at all the best account,
noT even one of the better accounts possible on these foundations.
There have, in fact, been far better accounts of particularity,
and specifically of religious particularity, which have been
developed in terms of essentially the same (Kantian or idealist)
foundations. Thus Jaspers' failure is not representative and
does not indicate the need for some fundamentally different
approach to thought about religious pluralism.

_ Those who nmight be persuaded somewhat by the preceding
critique of Jaspers, but who nonetheless find significant
resources for thought abour religious truth in the work of
others (Tillich, for instance) who build on esseatially the
sane foundations, would understand Jaspers' failure in some
such terms. For my part, I am suggesting that Jaspers' fallure
is, In fact, fully understood only in terns of this inadequacy

1 g e
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particularly Kantian éxpression: These qundations. then,
ren;esené and express an extremely complex and sophisticated’
tradition éf guman thought. Yet for all tﬁeir complexity
they fail to provide the basis for-ah adequate account of
religious particularity and they pervert  that affirmarion

of such parggpularity vhich Jaspers'; thought intends. Thus .
ﬁhile I can do so oﬂlf with very broad strokes and at the
price of great oversimplification, I want to sugéesﬁ why
these foundations are essentially problematic f;;h:houghc
about religious-pluraliﬁm and truth.

The image of a "Copernican revolgtion" ;as. of
course, used by Kant himself to indicate the fundamentally
(ot founda:ionally) new point of departure for his thoughts. .
It proclaimed a fundamental iaversion of the priority of
subject and object as the focus of thought. And it is; I
belleve, this inversion - ; or perhaps it would be more
accurate to say it is the particular Kantian understanding
of subject and object and of their relationms in knowledge
and freedom - -~ which is at the root of the failure of

Jaspers' discussion of religious pluralism. For Jaspers,

as we have seen, lays the foundations for that discussion by .

of the foundations of his thought, and that this failure would

thus also be found in those who share these same foundations.

My posfticn would have to be argued, of course., either by

exarining the sovecific accounts of relipious truth provided bv

those other thinkers or by showing, and not simply suggesting,

that there is something fundamentally inimical to an adequate .
account of particularity in this vhole approach to the question

ef relipious truth.
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analysing‘the dichotomy of subject and object. Yet the emphasis
and weight of this aualfsis falls heawily upon the subject, and
not simply on the subject‘as :he-cenFer of consciousness, but
above all on the subject as active and fre;. The basic and
controlling program of Jaspers' thinking is from the first,
then, the Kantian dcnial of knowledge to make room for freedom
and then to unders:and faith in terms of tha:‘f%eedom.
Thus while the various elements in Jaspers' "systez"

are interuo;en in a fluig and changing way, it seems clear

that the real center of his thinking is the idea of freedom
given with the understanding'of subjectivit§ as Existen:.

This idea of freedom, moécover. while quite widespread, is

also a quite particular, even peculiar understanding of freedom
and subjectivity. On its terms, a human being is fully human,
-or becomes a pgrson. oaly ‘insefar as shotbr he becoﬁes an
- autonomous self. And beccming an auconomou;.self, or beconing
' subjective, means being free in such 3 way that there are, at
least in that personal'reaim vhere freedom is possible, no
obstacles, no “other" which stands over against me and lays
claim upon me thereby ﬁega:ing ov aui’/pr To put the natter
di‘fe-euclv knowledge and freedom 7ée, as we have seen through-
out in Jaspers' thfgking, basically incompatible, Where thé:e
is kﬁabledge (or revelation) and the constraint of facts and
objects, there can be no freedom. Freedom arises only at the
liznits of knowledpe, or on the boundary, where §bject1vity

and the definite are kept suspended by the dialectical movement

=236~
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" of thought. What arises at the boundary for Jaspers is not

the absolute and absurd freedom of that existentialism against

which much of his thinking is directed. Nor is this boﬁndary

and the emerg.enc'e of Existenz, as we have seen, somehow totally

separable from existence, from the world of objects and events

and knowledge. Yet freedom can emerge {and thus faith can

become possible) only with the dialectical suspension of such

objects and events and knowledge. The controlling image in

o
Jaspers' thinking, then, is that of a certaip type of ?%eedom

or autoneozy, a certain type of authentic human subjectivity, .

which is firally possible only via the exclusion or sub-"~

ordination of ortherness. .

Thus the understanding of subjectivity:éﬁich is central
- . }f

. “ ) s
to the foundations of Jaspers' thought entails a corresponding

sense of objectivity. Histd%ically, of course, the emergénce

-of the understanding of freedom which is foundational for

Jaspers' thought was, as alrcady suggested, integrally connected

with the loss of ghe traditional jﬁeﬁ of nature (as telos) and

the rise of modern science. It is, in other wordd, inseparable

from a severe limitation not only of the scope but also of the
meaning of knowledge and objectivity., In the-Kantian language
employed by Jaspers, cnly phencmena, objects as they appear to

us, are knowable, epd then only iIn always restricted horizons

or frames of reference. Such objects, morecover, are not

directly relevant to our >aE human or existenrial questions.

More penerally, then, the world as such contains

wvord for

S
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us as human beings, no ansver to our fundamental human questions. -
It is, to play upon Jaspers' metaphor, bnly at the boundary and
never at the center of things that such an answer might be

found. ., Or, in another of his telling metaphors, even if it is

possible to experience that bpundary only in the‘realm of

existence, or only through the world of objecté and events,

"that answer is experienced as a breakthrough which shatters

~
" the actualiry of the'objective. It would appear, then,

although much more would have to be said in order to make this

account adequate, :hat the definite otherness which‘we

_encounter in various ways (whether as physical objects, or

ideas, or persons, or events) must inevitably play a limiifd
and, I think it is fair to say, merely functionazl role which
corresponds to the understanding of freedom in Jaspers' scheme

of things.&g Frequently an obstacle, it can at best_serve as

= AL -
497n his book Christ and Apollo {New York: Mentor-
Omega, 1963), pp. 23-26, theologian and literary critic William
Lynch explores various essentizally negative "attitudes toward’
the finité" or "images of the finite” which quite closely
parallel aspects of the significance of the objective in
Jaspers' thought. There are, firstly, those imaginations
which “try to achieve a tenuous, mystical contact with the
finite, touching it just sufficiently . . . to produce mystical
vision, but not solidly enbugh . . . for their vision to be

" impaired by the actuality of things." They use the concretely

real as "a sort of resilient, rubbery surface off which to
rebound as quickly as possible into various parts of the sky.”
Then there are those who "desire to touch the finite as
lightly as possible in order to rebound, not intq.a .guick
eternity . . . bur back into the self." And ‘idﬁi!§§¥here

are those whose imagination "penetrates, at least to some
depree, into our human flesh and environment,” buu then recoils
from the fundamental darkness it finds, and "flies, in a second
movenient that is unrelated to the first and constitutes an act

~




"a_neass.or a medfator, but never in such a way.that it hinders
" the more fundamencsl.priority of freedom or 1mmed%scy.

Thus the "Copernican revdlstisn" of Kan:;;n thought :
rssults in that specific understanding oﬁ?subjectivity and
objectivity which is foundational for Jaspers' discussion of

-~
religious truth and .which is, finally, the basic reason for

/;he inadequacy of that discussion. For within the frameuork
established by this fundamental understandina/of subjectivity
. p
and objectivity it does not seem possible néxmaintain the
significance of those definite mediaticfis which are, even on
Jaspers' own :erms? an essentlal aspect of religious truth
and a fundamental condition of significant rsligiqps pluralism.
If, then,” discussion of religious pluralism and truth
is to se'something more than (self) deception veili;g_the
gradual disappearance of all_diversity,'if in other words it
intends (with Jaspers) to take plurality and thus particularity

seriously, then it would seem that such discussion must (against

Jaspers) take place within more sdequaﬁe foundations. It must

attempt to reassemble the pleces of the puzzle within a framework

‘3fundamentally different from Jaspers', within an understanding
of subjectivity and objectiéfty which would allow a far more

positive appreciation of objectivity and thus a more complex

of rebellion and escape, into a tenuous world of infinite
bliss.” None of these types, of course, exactly fits Jaspers,
but the parallels do, I think, illuminate his more abstractly
worded understanding (or image) of the objectf¥e and illustrate
in turn the extent to which his underscandinq is not at all
atypical. s
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picture of éubjeccivity; It must, for instance, be -based .

upont an understanding of objeétivity which coﬁldladmit tﬁe
'péssibility ofla word spoken in answer ﬁb the fundamental humap_ -
questions not (or not only);ac the boundary, but at the centcrﬁh\\\\
of ihings. tﬁrough partisg;ar‘fsga thus possibly plural)
-mediations. And it nust ge based on an understanding of
subjectivity-;hiqh could better accommodate those typically
religious attitudes of reverence, worship, and obedience
which'arlse in response to.sqgh particular mediationg. In

more general fgrms. then, a potehtially-adeqﬁate approach -

to Fhe queétion of religious pluraiism. and more specifically.

to tﬁe quest for an understanding of réligious gru:h which

could admit the poésisility of-a pluralitj of trﬁe rgligions;

must be based in some Qay ;pon a basic change in ;he dirpction
~of thinking. a reversal, so to speak, . of the previous (Knntian)

inversion of the priority of subject and object.

Having salid this, of course, one has in a sense said
very liftlc. For while there are discussions‘of religi&ﬁs_

pluralism and truth which seem to move in the dircction indi-
’ r . -

cated by this conclusion,50 it is at best only a general’ .
direction. 'The simple assertion, mgrcoéer, that such a general’ )
change in di;ection is necessary begs the feally diff{icule

-

. - o~

5&¥\pcrsonallv find, for inscance. :hat Maurice
m?ricdmnnn s attempt to totally jettison the language of sym-
‘bolism and to understand religious truth in terms of ''touch~
stones of reality" {s quite promising. Cf. Touchstones of
Reality, esp. pp. 21-29, 216-233. - -
S~ -
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:qugstion,of‘whethgr it is possible - - wheghér, in oipgr wﬁrds, -

| iluore.adequaté undérg;aqding of subja?tivity,andvobjec:ivi;y - .
can be'established.aqd vhat such an underétanding would look

__:like. Stily, if Jagperé is correct in claiming that thé ‘ }
fo&ndations of his though; articulate pervasivq_conditi;ns |

- governing life and’tﬁought in our age - - and I ﬁhink he 1is
basicglly correct in this ¢laim - - then perhaps thelrather )
minimal suggestionléhat one canﬁdt think fruitfully aﬁout

the question of religious pluralism within his foundations

is not altogether insignificant. If, in other words, the
precedihg‘critique ;f Jhspers is fundament#lly correct; éhen
the analysis of Jaspers' thinging (and thereby of a predominarit
type of contemp;raf§ thinking) will at least havéf:;cceeded in
calling iqto question a major and temptingly available aQenua

for thought about the probkem of religious pluralism - - even

* 1f it leaves the hard questions unanswered and the hard work

k-
yet to be done. That hard work would involve a far-more

fundamental critique of Jaspers' thought than was attempted
“here as one step towgrq the establishmenttof a ﬁore adequate
- foundational thinking. Ié would invélvc a more positive
effort to think through the problem of religious pluralism
and truth in terms of this changed direction and these more.
adequate foundations. For the present, however, it must

suffice to sugpgest that those are the tasks of the future.
. , :
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. ~
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While the secondary literature on Jaspers, even as

4 - -

it relates only to his thought about religious éuéstions,{is
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immense, there are fairly extensive‘aﬁd represen:ativg'bibliOH L

graphies in-the works listed below (gpctiod 2) by Klein, ;

Pfeiffer, and Samay. - ° ‘ ‘

1. Works by KafIﬁJaspers

Each item dis listed according to the edition and/or
tfanslation,acpu;liy used, with additional information given

about’ the origimal sourte in the case of later editicns and

translations. (As noted above in the Preface, where the

S

- translation of any passage‘sgémed doﬁbcful, it has been
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by means of abbféviqfions'afé'here_preceded by those

abbreviationé. - S
CT -  Chiffren der Transzendenz. Ed. by Hans Saner. 2nd.
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of 19681 course lectures, first published in 1970.

-
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by E. B. Ashton. New York: Russell F. Moore
Co., 1952¢ Articles originally published
separately -~ - "Unsere Zukunft und Goethe"
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in the History of Philosophy,” trams. by S.
Godman, The Hibbert Journal 49 (1950-51),
226-234. Article originally pyblished as "Zu
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by R. Manrheim. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul,
1965. Originally publfshed as three scparate
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